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Abstract 
By analysing the founding of Christiania historically, we used Max Stirner’s thoughts on 
“Egoism” to research into what led to the initial founding of Freetown Christiania, and under 
which ideological labels or ideas it could be related to. By studying Stirner’s theories of 
freedom and “Egoism”, we attempted to compare these theories with Christiana’s “Freetown” 
ideology to discuss the similarities and differences between them, using the foundation of 
Christiania as a historical case study.  
  
Furthermore, we discussed “Egoism” in regards to the cultural and historical development of 
Christiania, within four specific areas of the Freetown - The Manifesto, The Blacksmith, The 
Children’s Liberation Party & Consensus Democracy. To complement these four sources, we 
drew in Social Democrat Karl Kristian Steincke’s idea of the welfare state to explore to what 
extent Christiania could be described as a form of state. We further researched into Stella Ting-
Toomey’s concept of ‘Cultural Identity’ and aspects such as ‘Boundary Maintenance’ and 
‘Ingroup/Outgroup Differentiation’ to bolster our investigation into Christiania reproducing 
themselves as a form of state. Our project concluded that, within the founding of Christiania, 
strong traces of “Egoism” were present. However, though seemingly created upon egoistic 
needs and anti-state ideals, Christiania has transformed into its own form of state or collective, 
which is no longer open to egoism for the individual, only obedience to their ideals and 
devotion to the collective.
Dimensions  
• Culture & History 
By using Freetown Christiania as our case study, we sought after the cultural and historical ideas, as well 
as the necessities, behind the emergence of the Freetown in the beginning of the 1970’s. The historical 
aspect is covered by a comprehensive overview of the most important years in the history of Christiania, 
whereas the cultural side is illustrated by treating Christiania as a cultural community, whereby we 
introduce theories on ‘Social Identity’ and ‘Boundary Maintenance’ to gain an understanding of the 
mindset found within groups. 
• Science & Philosophy 
Despite claiming that Christiania was not founded upon the principles of any particular philosopher, we 
wanted to investigate whether or not Christiania implicitly shared values and ideas from certain 
philosophical theories. Our main philosophical approach is within the German egoistic philosopher Max 
Stirner. Primarily, we have tried to highlight Stirner’s theory on “Egoism”, which we believe could be 
apparent within the ideas and principles that Christiania was founded upon.  
 
Table of Contentents 
Abstract 
Dimensions 
1. Introduction………………………………………………………………….…………………………1 
 1.1. The Subject………………………………………………………………….……………….1 
 1.2. The Problem Area…………………………………………………………………….……..1 
  1.2.1. Problem Structure…………………………………………………………….……1 
  1.2.2. Documentation………………………………………………….………………….1 
  1.2.3. Interest…………………………………………………………………….……….4 
  1.2.4. Problem Formulation…………………………………………………..…………..4 
2. Methodology……………………………………………………………………………………………4 
 2.1. How to Explore the Problem Formulation……………….…….………….………………4 
 2.2. Material: What, Why and How………………………………………………….…………4 
 2.3. The Main Material…………………………………………….…………….………………6 
  2.3.1. The Manifesto………………………….…….…………….………………………6 
  2.3.2. ‘The Blacksmith’ (Smedien)…………………………….…………………………7 
  2.3.3. ‘Power to the Children’ (Børnemagten)……………………………………………7 
  2.3.4. Consensus Democracy…………………………………..…………………………8 
 2.4. Limitations………………….…….………….……….…………..………….………………9 
 2.5. Perspective………………………………….…….…………….…………….…………….10 
 2.6. Readers Guide……………….…….….……………………………………………………11 
3. Historical Outline of Christiania…………………………….………………………………………12 
 3.1. Leading up the the Emergence of Christiania…………….…….………….……………12 
  3.1.1. Project HUS………………………………….….………….………….…………12 
  3.1.2. Hovedbladet………………………….…………….…..…………………………13 
  3.1.3. The Emergence of Christiania……………………………………………………13 
  
 3.2. The Development of Christiania………………………….…………………..……………14 
  3.2.1. The Social Experiment……………………….……………………………………14 
  3.2.2. The Early Years……………………………………………………………………15 
  3.2.3. Consensus Democracy………………………….…………………………………17 
  3.2.4. Christiania Today……………………….…………………………………………17 
4. Theoretical Framework……………….………….…….………….………….………………………18 
 4.1. The Individual and The State within Stirner’s Three Concepts….….……….…….……18 
  4.1.1. ‘Ownness’…………………………………………………………………………19 
  4.1.2. ‘The Unique One’…………………………………………………………………21 
  4.1.3. ‘The Union of Egoists’……………………………………………………………23 
  4.1.4. Reflection and critique of Stirner…………………………………………………24 
5. The Danish Welfare System…………………….……….……………………………………………27 
  5.1.1. The Social Dimension………………………….……………………………….…27 
  5.1.2. The Democratic Dimension………………………………………………….……28 
  5.1.3. The Economic Dimension………………….……….………….…………………28 
6. Social Identity Theory……….….…………….………….…………….…………..……….…………29 
  6.1.1. Cultural Identity…………………….……………………..………………………30 
  6.1.2. Personal Identity……………………………………….…………….……………30 
  6.1.3. In-Group/Out-Group Mindsets……………………………………………………30 
7. Analysis……………………………….………….………….…………………………………………31 
8. Discussion…………….……….…………………………………….………….………….…….…….43 
9. Conclusion…………………………………..………………………………….……….……….…….51 
10. Bibliography………….….………..………………………………………………………………….53 
1. Introduction 
1.1. The Subject 
This project is based on the theory of “Egoism” by the German philosopher Max Stirner, and investigates 
how the theory applies to the emergence of Christiania in the 1970’s. The project aims to explore to what 
extent the theory of “Egoism” collides with responsibility towards a community.   
Additionally, the project discusses whether the emergence of Christiania was actually grounded in 
an egoistic need for freedom from the state, and whether Christiania, as a community, ends up limiting 
this individual freedom in order to safeguard their ideals.   
1.2. The Problem Area 
1.2.1. Problem Structure 
According to Max Stirner, an individual should live a completely “egoistic” life and only cater to one’s 
individual needs in order to achieve, what Stirner regards as, freedom. Therefore, the individual cannot 
coexist with the state and should, thereby, reject society’s fixed ideas. The problem thus becomes, how an 
“egoist”, according to Stirner, can function within society based on collectivism.  
To investigate the following, we have performed a case study that revolves around 1970’s 
Denmark. Denmark is a social democratic welfare state, and a country with a high living standard. Even 
so, a group of people occupied Baadsmandsstræde Kaserne to create a Freetown, namely Christiania, 
where every individual could thrive without suffering from subjugation of the state. Looking back to 
Stirner, here we investigate whether Freetown Christiania can be understood as an “egoistic” initiative 
and, if so, how this can coexist with the welfare state.  
1.2.2. Documentation 
This section deals with the different concepts used in the project to be able to answer the problem 
formulation. Within this section, the different theories and concepts are briefly explained in order to give 
the reader an overall understanding of the project.      
To investigate the case of Freetown Christiania, we have chosen to apply the theories of Max Stirner’s 
“Egoism”, which is a theory built upon three concepts: ‘Ownness’, ‘The Unique One’ and the ‘Union of 
Egoists’.  
‘Ownness’ represents how an individual must reject the pre-existing and pre-determined ideals of 
society and focus purely on what is most important for the given individual in order to achieve freedom. 
In Stirner’s point of view, freedom is not a common belief set by the society, but can only be achieved 
when individuals act egoistically and do exactly what is important for themselves and what they value the 
most in life.  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‘The Unique One’ is when an individual has embraced ‘Ownness’, and further rejected the 
negativity the state creates regarding becoming an “egoist”. Stirner argues that the state is the oppressor 
of the individual, and was created to subjugate the individual and his own “egoistic” thoughts, in order to 
keep the individual working towards the good of the collective rather than themselves. Thus, he declares 
that the state has created a negative connotation of the word “ego” in order to dissuade individuals from 
following this path, thereby keeping the individual in servitude.  
‘The Unique One’ rejects this negativity and pursues “Egoism” to the fullest extent. Stirner states 
that when an individual has become unique he or she will then encounter like-minded individuals through 
the shared interest of egoism and rejection of the state, and thereby form a ‘Union of Egoists’, where the 
foundation for a community away from the state can be created. 
We draw in the ideas of Ting-Toomey to understand group mindsets and further to understand the cultural 
aspects within Christiania.  
 Firstly we define the terms ‘cultural community’, ‘culture’ and ‘identity’ according to Ting-
Toomey. Secondly, we introduce the terms of ‘Cultural Identity’ and ‘Personal Identity’.  
‘Cultural Identity’ is explained by the level of affiliation and agreement o value dimension, one 
feels to a certain culture. ‘Personal Identity’ is described as how a person is identified by specific traits, 
attitudes and knowledges. Here we also distinguish between the terms ‘individualism’ and ‘collectivism’.  
Thirdly, we draw in the aspect of ‘in-group inclusion and out-group differentiation’ and ‘Boundary 
Maintenance’. This theory focuses on how we cluster in groups to get a sense of security and mirror 
ourselves in groups of which we are not members, in order to draw group boundaries.  
To be able to understand some of the movements within Christiania which contradict the theories of 
Stirner, we have brought in the ideas of the Danish welfare state, as stated by the Danish social democrat 
Karl Kristian Steincke.  
The basic idea of Steincke’s welfare system, was that it would no longer be based on alms, but 
instead upon distinct rules for the rights of citizens, and thus everyone was entitled to a range of benefits 
based on statutory requirements. The goal was to create strong, independent individuals and cultivate 
personal integrity and honesty. Furthermore, the main purpose of the public school was democratic 
formation, so the individuals would be able to take responsibility for, and  within, the community at any 
level.  
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1.2.3. Interest 
Our interest in philosophical ideas and societal alternatives came from asking ourselves the overall 
questions: “Why do people feel the need to exclude themselves from a social democratic welfare state?” 
and “How can one look critically at the way society is structured?”  
Aspects such as statelessness, identification and boarders were discussed before we chose the 
specific path we are working with. Researching into philosophers regarding these three stated aspects, 
Stirner’s ideal of “Egoism” became apparent and represented an angle of investigation which provided us 
the opportunity to explore Christiania’s beginnings from a critical point of view.  
To make an in-depth study, it became evident that we needed a case in order to apply Stirner’s 
theories. Christiania provided us with not only a demographic interest but also a societal connection, as all 
members of the group live within Copenhagen. Christiania was further chosen as our case for the 
investigation as it is an autonomous community located within the boundaries of a welfare state. 
 Furthermore, the “Egoistic” approach to Christiania creates space for an alternative avenue to 
understanding how Christiania emerged and which dilemmas lie within the community in relation to the 
state.     
1.2.4. Problem Formulation 
The problem formulation of the paper is as follows: 
“To what extent was the emergence of Freetown Christiania “egoistic” according to Max Stirner, and 
how has this created a dilemma in regards to the welfare state of Denmark?” 
In the following section, we will attempt to shed light on the problem formulation and how this functions 
within the project. The aim of the problem formulation is to investigate the parallels one can draw 
between the theories of Max Stirner and the emergence of Christiania, and what this means in terms of the 
state of Denmark.  
  
Our problem formulation is limited in the sense that, as stated before, Christiania was not founded upon 
any specific ideology. Thus, investigating to what extent “Egoism” applies to the founding of Christiania 
is more of an explorative attempt at understanding the ideas behind the movement. 
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2. Methodology 
2.1. How to Explore the Problem Formulation 
In order to make the problem formulation more feasible, we have outlined the following research 
questions: 
Research Questions: 
• Which ideas and historical events led to the founding of Freetown Christiania? 
• How is “Egoism” defined in the eyes of Max Stirner? 
• To what extent can one argue for the relation between “Egoism” and Christiania? 
• How can theories of ‘Social Identity’ be applied to Christiania? 
• Can Christiania be seen as a reproduction of the Danish welfare state? And how does this 
conflict with Stirner’s “Egoism”? 
• Can the individual and the state coexist within Christiania? 
The purpose of these questions is to help keep a coherency throughout the investigation. There is an 
analytical development within the order, and one will be able to detect how they are answered in separate 
parts of the project. 
2.2. Material: What, Why and How 
We have chosen to work with various sources in order to obtain specific knowledge regarding the 
different aspects of our project. The theoretical framework regarding Max Stirner was created using John 
F. Welsh’s interpretation of Stirner’s theories. In order to perform this investigation, we further include 
theories of ‘Social Identity’ by Ting-Toomey in order to understand the aspect of group dynamics within 
Christiania. To understand the embedded ideas of the Danish Welfare State, we drew on Karl Kristian 
Steincke’s thoughts from the 1930’s. The theoretical section, therefore, represents the essential elements 
that have shaped our approach towards the topic.  
The primary theoretical framework is Max Stirner’s theories on “Egoism”, as our problem definition is 
based on his ideas. Max Stirner was born in the Bavarian suburb of Bayreuth in 1806, and raised in a 
middle-class Lutheran home. Stirner would later become a teacher at an all-girls high school before, in 
1845, he published his widely controversial first book, ‘The Ego and His Own’ (1845).  
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Inspired by Hegel, this piece of literature has become an important book within “Egoist”, “Anarchist” and 
“Autonomous” philosophy. Throughout this book, Stirner presents a controversial critique of religion and 
state whilst also presenting futuristic ideas about an individually governed society.  
Working with Stirner, we have decided to work with an interpretation of his book, ‘The Ego and His 
Own’, using John F. Welsh’s ‘Max Stirner’s Dialectical Egoism - A New Interpretation’.  
John F. Welsh is an independent scholar and a former professor at the University of Louisville. He 
taught courses in administration and finance within higher education. Furthermore, Welsh has published 
chapters about topics such as dialectical logic, ideology and education, as well as the dialectics of race 
and liberty.  
Reading and understanding ‘The Ego and his Own’ (1845) by Max Stirner, proved a  challenging 
and strenuous exercise. Due to the prosaic structure of the book, filled with aphorisms, hyperbole and 
irony, we decided to use John Welsh’s much more approachable interpretation of Stirner to provide us 
with the best possibility of analysing “Egoism” in terms of Christiania.  
By understanding and researching this material, we will present our findings of Stirner’s 
philosophical relevance in regards to Freetown Christiania, whilst also investigating and discussing 
whether we can see evidence of his theories within Christiania and, if so, how they have been put to use. 
In order for us to understand the group dynamics and collective formations within Christiania, we draw in 
the theories of ‘Social Identity’ by Ting-Toomey. Stella Ting-Toomey is a Professor of Speech 
Communication at California State University, Fullerton. Her publishings especially include work on 
cross-cultural facework, intercultural conflict and effective identity negotiation.  
To be able make a suggestion of an explanation to some of the movements within Christinia that 
contradicts the theories of Max Stirner, we have brought in an article by Anders Dybdal. This article looks 
into Karl Kristian Steincke’s formulations of the Danish welfare state. Karl Kristian Steincke was a social 
democrat and former Minister for Social Affairs, who founded the social dimensions of the Danish 
welfare state. The reason for doing so, is to build upon the thesis that some of the values of the Danish 
state were transferred into Christiania. 
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2.3. The Main Material 
In the following section, we will present the main material of our investigation by shedding light on the 
context of which the sources were created, how they are used and how they are of relevance to the 
project.  
Our main material consists of four sources: Firstly, we use Christiania’s manifesto, created shortly after 
the emergence of the Freetown in 1971. We further use one article from the periodical ‘Bixen’ - ‘Power to 
the Children’ (‘Børnemagten’). ‘Bixen’ is a periodical that was published in 1974, and is concerned with 
environments and medias for children and adolescents. Hereafter, we use one article from the periodical 
‘Ordkløveren’ - ‘The Blacksmith’ (‘Smedien’). ‘Ordkløveren’ is a periodical published by Christiania 
during the 1970’s. Finally, we investigate the consensus democracy on which Christiania functions.  
The reason for choosing these areas of investigation, was that all four sources originate from 
within Christiania, and thus represent numerous aspects of the community within Christiania, which we 
found relevant in regards Stirner’s idea of “Egoism”. This is, however, something to be aware of when 
working within these sources. They are a product of the context in which they were created and should 
thus be looked upon with a critical eye.  
2.3.1. The Manifesto 
The manifesto was created one and a half month after the emergence of Christiania, on November 13 
1971, by the founders of Christiania and was a means of setting out the common objective of the 
Freetown. The manifesto appears on Christiana's official web page, and is still considered the common 
aim of the community. 
When Christiania emerged, it was within an informal setting and this explains the informality of 
the manifesto, but even so, it functions as the formal and official aim of the Freetown. Despite it only 
consisting of a few sentences, the manifesto is, in many ways, the cornerstone of understanding the 
relation that Christiania aims to create between the individual and community.  
Furthermore, this source is used to understand the relation between the theories of Max Stirner 
and Christiania. By interpreting the manifesto using Stirner’s theories, one can explore how Christiania 
relates to the state, and in continuance of this, what their “egoistic” needs for excluding themselves from 
society are. In many ways, the manifesto is the initiation of the Christiania that we want to use as a case 
study, which makes it an inevitable source in our project. 
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 In order to use this source, it is important to highlight its limitations. Firstly, the manifesto is very 
brief and therefore not very descriptive. It paints an overall picture to present the idea of what Christiania 
aims to be, but it does not go into depth or exemplify anything explicitly. Furthermore, it was made by 
five “anonymous” persons, i.e. first names only, which can be considered as a very small representation of 
the many hundreds of squatters who inhabit Christiania. This also makes it questionable as to whether 
they only tried to outline their own interests in order to assert some form of control over Christiania, or if 
they tried to manifest a more consensual belief in order to create a community. 
2.3.2. ‘The Blacksmith’ (‘Smedien’) 
In an article from the Christianian periodical ‘Ordkløveren’, we find an interview with the blacksmith 
Jesper, who is sharing concerns about his business. In the interview, he addresses the issues concerning 
the blacksmith, and most importantly his concern, that it is owned by the community, whilst he has to 
maintain it. For Jesper, this has created several difficulties in regards to his own economy and that of the 
business, his responsibility towards the blacksmith and, further, the issue of ‘outsiders’ exploiting the 
business.  
This source is drawn in due to its portrayal of how an individual's interests can be somewhat 
compromised by the community of Christiania. As Jesper highlights, Christiania seems to be in a position 
where its governance, despite its intentions, neither benefits the community nor the individual, and the 
potential solutions presented by Jesper are highly contradictory in regards to the community he lives in.  
Within ‘The Blacksmith’, we see an article where the interviewer creates his own discourse, since 
the author does not engage him in any critical way. The source is without any exact author, and is also an 
article about Christiania, published in a Christianian periodical, leading up to a highly potential bias in 
regards to the Freetown's interests. But, despite the potential bias, Jesper seems to have an ambivalent 
view on Christiania, which seems to balance out the suspicion.  
2.3.3. ‘Power to the Children’ (‘Børnemagten’) 
The third source of our investigation is the article ‘Power to the Children’ (‘Børnemagten’) within the 
periodical ‘Bixen’. This periodical was published in 1974, and is concerned with environments and 
medias for children and adolescents. The article explores how the organisation, the ‘Children’s Liberation 
Front’, seeks haven within Christiania after having been in trouble with the government and police whilst 
operating within the state of Denmark.  
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 The incentive for using this source is that it represents how external movements were drawn to 
Christiania because of its alternative and, arguably, egoist structure. However, this source also helps to 
show that the community of Christiania is limiting rather than inclusive in regards to who are welcome 
within their community. From the viewpoint of ‘Power to the Children’, we see the opportunities and 
limitations in regards to exploiting a community such as Christiania. The source shows an arising 
contradictory conflict in correlation with the manifesto, in regards to individuals and groups struggling to 
become a part of the Christianian community. 
The interview with the ‘Children's Liberations Front’ becomes extremely subjective in regards to 
fact that it only represents their point of view and opinions, and not the opposing view of Christiania. The 
author does not present their views with any critical questions which makes them able to create their own 
discourse. But, the one sidedness of the interview aside, the source is mainly relevant in the way that they 
try to engage with the community and the way they are perceived by Christiania.  
2.3.4. Consensus Democracy  
In order to understand the functioning of Christiania as a community, it was necessary to understand the 
form of governance and practice in regards to decision-making. Our source: “Space for Urban 
Alternatives? Christiania 1971-2011” , provided us with a critical insight in regards to this.  
The consensus democracy was adapted into Christiania, mainly due to the founders’ involvement 
in Huset which had practiced a similar form of governance and had the purpose of letting every individual 
be heard before a debate would attempt to achieve a united agreement between the involved participants.  
However, as the anthology aims to display - the process of this seems to have flaws which 
contradicts both with the purpose of the democracy as well as in regards to Max Stirner’s thoughts on 
“Egoism” and the individual in relation to groups. Another incentive for exploring the consensus 
democracy is that, while it strives to level the equality between the individuals involved, an interview 
with a Christianite clearly shows that being critical towards the system and/or having opinions that 
contradicts with the majority, or people with more cultural capital in the society, can lead to exclusion 
from the group. Thus, this also shows that the hierarchy Christiania dissociate themselves from actually is 
present within the Freetown.  
However, what is important to bear in mind is that the interview, in which the Christianite makes 
his statements, is conducted by an interviewer who, due to her area of research interest has been able to 
lead the interview in her prefered direction. This can perhaps explain why the chapter only displays a 
selection of answers, and this is due to the notion that, in the anthology, it becomes apparent that the 
interviewer seems to have picked out questions and answers which underline her statements.  
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We have in this case not had full access to the interview. And thus we are not aware of what 
questions the interviewer has asked, and what answers the interviewee has given. This means the part we 
have to work with has already been processed and limits our ability to review the full meaning. 
2.4. Limitations 
This section treats the limitations of our material, the theories used and the project in general. One of our 
main challenges in relation to the material used has been finding scholarly work on Christiania. Most of 
the works on the Freetown are journalistic or narratives and are thus very subjective. Furthermore, most 
of the articles are in Danish.  
Thus, we had to conduct the historical outline from very subjective narrative sources, which has 
forced us to incorporate these elements into the analysis as well. Very late in the process, we discovered 
academic work in the form of the anthology “Space for Urban Alternatives? Christiania 1971-2011” that 
would have worked better to form the base of our explanatory work from the beginning had we 
discovered it sooner.  
Worth adding, is how using Stella Ting-Toomey’s theories on ‘Social Identity’ might not have been ideal 
for our problem area. Her theories are based on intercultural communication, in the area of creating 
transcultural communication competence. Arguably, it might have been more suitable to find a theorist 
focused on group dynamics and group formation, as the case of Christiania is not transcultural in a global 
sense.  
Another limitation to draw upon is our main material, which forms the base of our investigation. The fact 
that we are focused on four differing materials makes our analysis quite fragmented, though we are able 
to draw upon similar themes from each and every source.  
There is also a time-frame aspect in the sense that three out of the four materials are from the 
same decade and close to the emergence of Christiania, whereas the material on the consensus democracy 
has been an ongoing aspect of Christiania since its beginnings, and thus has been shaped by time. Further, 
the interview we draw upon from Starecheski is a modern interview with a young Christianite, and thus 
is, in some ways, not representable in regards to our focal point in time. 
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A more suitable approach might have been conducting interviews with older Christianite’s that 
could support our problem formulation and time-frame, and given us a deepened understanding of aspects 
such as inclusiveness and thoughts of the consensus democracy, though the academic work of “Space for 
Urban Alternatives? Christiania 1971-2011” enabled us to touch upon certain aspects through interviews 
of their own. The reason for us not performing interviews ourselves is practical, as we decided upon our 
direction very late in the process and thus we had to choose a more time-realistic approach.   
In John F. Welsh’s book, ‘Stirner’s Dialectical Egoism - A New Interpretation’, we have chosen to focus 
mainly on Chapter Three which revolves around, what we view as, the most relevant theories and 
concepts for this project. We are aware that Stirner’s theories cover a wider and more universal/
comprehensive field of study/work, but due to time and page limitations, we consider the above 
mentioned chapter as being the most crucial and informative.          
        
2.5. Perspective 
In order to investigate other areas within our theoretical framework, we could have included another 
philosopher or scholar, which could have contrasted Stirner. Throughout the process, we thought about 
introducing Marx or Engels, who had themselves personally criticised Stirner. However, a “Liberalist” or 
another “Egoistic” or “Anarchistic” philosopher could, too, have been represented as a contrast, which 
would have broadened the project and given it another dimension, and by that strengthened the project. 
Due to time constraints, and the late realisation that a contrasting philosopher would be an interesting 
avenue to explore, we decided to stay focussed within the areas we were already accustomed with.  
The project is highly founded upon the connection between the case of Christiania and the 
philosophy of Stirner, therefore introducing another philosophical theorist could have widened the 
perspective of the project and made us able to question the Stirner/Christiania relationship even further.   
Creating our own empirical data could have also benefitted the project. Qualitative interviews with either 
the founders of Christiania, or relevant current residents of Christiania, in regards to our appliance with 
Stirner, could have provided us with valuable information in regards to, for example, the discussion. In 
regards to our historical outline, it would further have been beneficial to interview a long term resident 
from Christiania in regards to the development of the manifesto and the significance of this and the 
consensus democracy.  
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It could also have been relevant to pursue contact with, for example, Bjørn (presented in the 
consensus democracy source) who was ‘outcast’ by Christiania, because of his criticism towards the 
inequality in the consensus democracy. This could have allowed us to further discuss the effectiveness of 
such a form of democracy, with perhaps asking more critical questions than those asked by Amouroux, 
and thus discovering what the consequences are towards the broader aspect of collectiveness and equality 
within the community, due to Bjørn’s disenfranchisement.  
2.6. Reader’s Guide 
To introduce the reader to the context and subject of the project, the first two chapters are of the 
introduction and methodology. In these sections, the aim of the project, the theories and theorists, our 
motivation and the problem field are presented as well as our concerns regarding the project limitations 
and methods.  
Hereafter, a historical outline of Christiania is presented within chapter three. The aim of the 
section is to introduce the reader to the historical context we are operating within. Furthermore, this 
chapter attempts to give the reader an understanding of the historical development of Christiania, and by 
that, contribute to the reader’s fundamental understanding of Christiania and the different movements 
within the community.    
The fourth chapter is the theoretical framework. In this chapter, the theories of “Egoism” by Max Stirner 
are presented. The chapter is further divided into sections where the theories of ‘Ownness’, ‘The Unique 
One’ and ‘The Union of Egoists’ are explained. The object of these sections is to give the reader an 
understanding of the theories of Stirner relevant to the project. Moreover, this chapter is the foundation 
for the reader to make sense of the analysis and discussion. Additionally, Stirner’s theories are reflected 
upon and criticised in closing.   
Within this chapter, the Danish Welfare System is also briefly presented, to give the reader an 
understanding of the society Christiania emerged from and within. The reason for introducing the Danish 
welfare model is, furthermore, to give the reader a foundation for understanding the movements within 
Christiania that do not align with the theories of Max Stirner.  
The theoretical framework, additionally, includes a section on ‘Social Identity Theory’. This 
theory is presented by Stella Ting-Toomey. Within this section, the theories of ‘Personal Identity’, 
‘Cultural Identity’ and ‘In-Group/Out-Group Mindsets’ within ‘Boundary Maintenance’ are explained in 
order for the reader to understand the group dynamics within Christiania.   
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This leads us to the analysis in chapter five. Here, the theories of Max Stirner and Stella Ting-Toomey are 
applied to Christiania, by looking at our main material, being the four sources: The Manifesto, the 
Consensus Democracy, ‘Power to the Children’ and ‘The Blacksmith’. In regards to this, the Danish 
Welfare System is taken into account. This chapter leads to the discussion in chapter six, where the 
theories’ relevance are discussed in regards to the case of Christiania. Finally, the conclusion is found in 
chapter seven.   
3. Historical Outline of Christiania 
 3.1. Leading up to the Emergence of Christiania  
In the 1960’s, Denmark was subject to large structural alterations (Henriksen, 2011: 38). In the 
countryside, this meant that properties were left empty due to mergers of agricultural productions, but 
also in the cities, buildings were abandoned as a result of a bad economy. Because of the situation in the 
country, many people were left without housing which led to the occupation of the abandoned buildings 
throughout Denmark.  
By the end of the 1960’s, the jobs on the labour market diminished drastically in correlation with 
the recession that the economic boom had dwindled into. The situation was unstable and the authorities in 
Copenhagen put great effort into closing down the occupied buildings (Ibid: 38). 
Several youth organisations formed with the purpose of improving the rights for youth regarding 
education and accommodation (Ibid: 39). The organisations saw squatting of the abandoned houses as an 
evident solution to the accommodation problem, since the authorities were not doing anything with the 
buildings at the time. This led to the rise of the collectives Sofiegården, Stengården, Fredensgården and 
Prinsegården (Ibid).   
  3.1.1. Project HUS 
To gather these independent (youth) organisations, the Minister of Culture, Kristen Helveg Petersen, 
established Project HUS in 1970 for a three year period (Ibid: 40). Project HUS was a big house in the 
center of Copenhagen, where the different organisations and individuals could unfold and engage in 
diverse activities and general social gatherings. Amongst these activities, was the production of the 
weekly newspaper, Hovedbladet. Project HUS was a project under the Ministry of Culture, but the day-to-
day running was governed by the users themselves via means such as house-meetings.   
!12
The common denominator of the people and organisations using Project HUS was their left-wing 
orientation, which unfolded when the different organisations gathered at Thylejren for a summer camp, 
hosted by The New Society (Ibid: 39). Jesper Sølling describes Project HUS as a “liberated area” (Ibid: 
43), where the laws of society do not apply (Ibid). Furthermore Sølling argues that:  
“We have only one law: COMPLETE FREEDOM.” (Ibid). This is an important point to keep in 
mind when talking about the emergence of Christiania.         
  3.1.2. Hovedbladet 
It was within this environment that Hovedbladet developed. Hovedbladet was established in 1970 by 
Jacob Ludvigsen (Ludvigsen, 2013: 167). By Ludvigsen himself, Hovedbladet was described to be “[...] 
progressive and critical rather than declared left-wing” (Ludvigsen, 2003: 29).  
Jacob Ludvigsen (born in 1947) is a Danish journalist and one of the founders of Christiania. Ludvigsen 
saw Hovedbladet as a way to create the newspaper of the future (Ludvigsen, 2013: 167). 
Hovedbladet attracted a broad range of people, each with different attitudes and aims (Ibid: 195). 
It was within this environment that the impulsive idea of Christiania emerged, and where it was 
proclaimed active on October 2nd 1971.  
In 1971, Project HUS faced several drug problems amongst other issues with people who did not respect 
the fact that the house was not for accommodation (Henriksen, 2011: 46). At this point, the atmosphere 
was very tense and, in June, Project HUS was temporarily shut down. (Ibid).   
  3.1.3. The Emergence of Christiania 
Christiania emerged on the 26th of September 1971 in Copenhagen, when both Baadsmandsstræde 
Kaserne and Ammunitionsarsenalet were occupied by Jacob Ludvigsen, Ernst Harry Nielsen, Leif B. 
Olsen, Elizabeth Løvegal, Anton Skovle and Lars Skovle, naming the location Christiania. (Ludvigsen, 
2013: 199).  
This occupation was due to an ongoing dispute between the squatters who faced involuntary removal 
from their homes, and, according to Christiania, a state who now prioritised green areas and playgrounds 
over people in need of a place to stay. As narrated on Christiania’s homepage: “Now the old 
neighbourhood wanted a playground for their children and a green area between the blocks of 
flats.” (Christianias Historie, (n.d.))  
This resulted in a reaction from the squatters. As one of the first inhabitants explained: “That 
provoked us - so we moved in and for years it was peaceful [...] as we got squeezed out of our houses, we 
noticed: Here people fight for air, sun, and playgrounds for their kids. So, as the soldiers leave the 
barracks, we move in after the locals.“ (Christiania - du har mit hjerte, 1991). 
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Ludvigsen described how different factors influenced the emergence of Christiania. First of all, Denmark 
was without a government in the week of the emergence, since the different political parties had not come 
to an agreement after the recent national election. Secondly, the former right-wing government had no 
plans for the area. Thirdly, the newly created left-wing government was sympathetic towards Christiania.  
And fourthly, the population of Christiania increased quickly because of the vast movement of the youth 
of Christianshavn into the area (Ludvigsen, 2003: 15).  
These factors put together meant that Christiania quickly evolved, and without any involvement from the 
government, and thus Christiana was given a head start at creating its own community without ‘outside’ 
interference (Ibid).  
 Shortly after the occupation, people started to populate the area, and by the end of the year, 
(1971) 300-400 people were already living in Christiania (Edwards, 1979: 239).  
The common laws of Christiania consists of the following nine rules: “No weapons, no hard drugs, no 
violence, no private cars (car-free town), no bikers colours, no bulletproof clothing, no sale of fireworks, 
no use of thunderflashes, no stolen goods” (Ludvigsen, 2003: 77).  
  
 3.2. The Development of Christiania 
  3.2.1. The Social Experiment 
In May 1972, a temporary agreement was made between the government and Christiania concerning 
practical questions regarding payment of water and electricity, but also registration of the residents of 
Christiania into the national register (Ibid). In addition to this, a contact group was formed (Ibid). The 
contact group consisted of one to two members from each area of Christiania, which the government 
expected to represent the Freetown, but in reality this was complex due to the form of government within 
Christiania (Ludvigsen, 2003: 131). The temporary agreement entailed the division of Christiania into 
nine different areas (Ibid). 
During this period, the situation of Christiania became a political issue for the left-wing 
government, since the opposition criticised the government for breaking the law (Ibid). This meant that 
Christiania was very much in focus politically, and as a result of this, under constant surveillance of the 
police (Ibid).   
In March 1973, the government enacted a new plan of action. This encompassed a competition, whose 
aim was to come up with a plan for the area. The competition was supposed to last for three years, and 
Christiania was granted permission to stay whilst the competition was running (Ibid). The crux of the 
matter was that Christiania was seen as a “social experiment”, and that Christiania could keep the same 
living conditions as before with a higher degree of legal freedom (Ibid).  
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In December 1973, a new right-wing government came into power, which proposed a new 
strategy for the future of Christiania. This entailed demolishing half of the buildings within Christiania. 
As a result of this, a group of supporters of Christiania outside the Freetown, gathered in the “Support 
Christiania” (“Støt Christiania”) movement in April 1974, and by this created pressure on the 
government’s plan of demolishing (Ibid). This plan never had the chance of becoming a reality, since the 
left-wing party Socialdemokratiet was elected again in February 1975.  The right-wing party 
Fremskridtspartiet kept pressing for the shutdown of Christiania, and since the government was a 
minority government, it was decided that Christiania should shut down on the 1st of April 1976. 
  3.2.2. The Early Years 
During these years, Christiania had evolved and seven hundred people now lived in Christiania during the 
winter, and one thousand during the summer. Thus, the demands for the community grew and 
kindergartens, repair shops, cafes, restaurants, clubs and places for meetings emerged (Ibid).  
The municipality pressed in September 1975 for Christiania to live up to its demands of the safety 
of the buildings, otherwise the houses were to be demolished (Ibid: 241). As a result of this, the 
inhabitants of Christiania made a big effort for the buildings to live up to the demands of the municipality, 
and in November 1975 the majority of the buildings in Christiania were approved by the municipality 
(Ibid).  
Earlier the same year, in May 1975, the Ministry of Defence requested Christiana for a report on 
the relocation by April 1st 1976. During this period, the public focus on Christiania grew, and the public 
debate was intensive (Ibid). As a result of this, Christiania sued the Ministry of Defence for breaking the 
agreement of the “social experiment” from 1973, and in March 1976 it was clear that the residents of 
Christiania, were not going to relocate voluntarily (Ibid). In the two weeks leading up to the planned 
shutdown of Christiania, the residents of Christiania arranged a peace and spring festival, which meant 
that thousands of visitors came to the Freetown. Thus, the government was faced with a great risk of 
violence and disturbance if they forced through the shutdown. Because of this, the government reentered 
the discussion of the future of Christiania, and two days before the planned shutdown on April 1st 1976, it 
was decided to postpone the clearing of the Freetown but “[...] without unnecessary delay.”  (Edwards, 
1979: 241).  
Seen from the point of view of the government, the Freetown of Christiania did no longer exist after the 
1st of April 1976. Because of this, it could not be accepted that the payment of water and electricity was 
to the municipality, since this would be accepting the existence of the Freetown (Ibid). Thus, the 
government wanted these payments to go to the Ministry of Defence, but for the inhabitants of 
Christiania, this solution was unacceptable.  
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Consequently, Christiania transferred the money to a closed account, and the municipality kept on 
delivering water and electricity (Ibid). The conflict had now left the political scene, and turned back into 
the legal (Ibid).  
In June 1976, Christiania’s case against the Ministry of Defence started in the Eastern High 
Court. Christiania’s case was conducted by professor Ole Krarup and Carl Madsen, a solicitor of the high 
court (Ibid). In February 1977 the case was concluded in favour of the Ministry of Defence, but changes 
in the national parliament of Denmark meant that the future of Christiania was still uncertain (Ibid). 
Christiania appealed the case, and while the case was still running, the clearing of the Freetown could not 
take place (Ludvigsen, 2003: 58).  
A cost/benefit-analysis was conducted by professor Erik Kaufmann, which showed that the costs of 
closing Christiania would be at least 15 million Danish kroner per year for the state, and 30 million 
Danish kroner per year for the municipality for the first five years, and over the next ten years the 
amounts would rise to 20 and 45 million per year (Edwards, 1979: 241). In consequence of this, is was 
declared that no development was going to take place in the following two and a half years. 
In February 1978 Christiania lost the appeal, but the government decided that Christiania should not be 
cleared, but instead there should be created a district plan with the purpose of “normalising” Christiania 
(Ludvigsen, 2003: 59).  
 On 1st of June 1979, the Minister of Defence declared that the inhabitants of Christiania could 
stay until the area was needed for another purpose, and thus the situation within Christiania was stabilised 
(Ibid).  
During the 1980’s and 90’s Christiania faced various challenges, and the negotiations with the 
government were reopened several times. In May 1986, a majority of the national parliament of Denmark 
agreed on legalising Christiania by 1st of January 1987, and 20 million DKK was granted to Christiania 
to maintain the Ministry of Defence’s buildings in the Freetown (Ibid: 60).     
 In June 1988, the newly elected government decided to preserve Christiania (Ibid). A year after, 
the national parliament of Denmark agreed upon the “Law of Use of the Christiania-area”, which was 
supposed to be the foundation for the normalising of Christiania (Ibid: 61).  
 On October 10th 1991, the Minister of Defence and representatives of Christiania signed a 
document that gave the inhabitants of the Freetown the right to stay at the area (Ibid).  
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  3.2.3. Consensus Democracy 
Within Christiania, everybody is part of the “parliament” independent of a person's social status 
(Suskiewicz et al., 2003). Everybody is, supposedly, considered equal.  
Christiania is created upon several institutions and functions which are dependent on the 
participation of the individual and every inhabitant's contribution to the community (Ludvigsen, 2003: 
130). The joint meetings are the highest authority, and all decisions concerning the community are made 
at these (Ibid). Everybody is allowed to come forward with their opinion, and the decisions are only valid 
if everybody agrees (Ibid).  
Christiania’s consensus democracy is unique in the sense that there are no complicated apparatus in their 
decision-making process, rather Christianites debate until they reach a consensus (Starecheski, 2011: 
264). The consensus democracy has been the traditional way of making decisions within the community 
ever since the beginning. (Ibid: 265). 
This is also what, in some reg, makes the meetings chaotic. But on the other hand, the belief is 
that this is also what strengthens the decisions, since a decision made without common acceptance is 
often not respected or lived by (Suskiewicz et al., 2003). This structure, being tolerant and inclusive, 
prevents “[...] the social marginalisation and expulsion, which characterises the Danish society in 
general.” (Ibid).  
  3.2.4. Christiania Today 
Today, Christiania has grown, to a certain extent, into a self-sufficient society. However, during times, the 
political scene has forced the people of Christiania to accept changes both in regards to their way of 
governing and to the matter of who actually owns the properties.  
In 2004, the government at the time, made a change to the “Christiania Law”, which had been carried 
back in 1989. At first, the law aimed at legalising the use of Christiania in accordance to the district plan, 
but in 2004 a significant change to the law involved into a so called “normalisation” of the Freetown. 
This, for one thing, meant that the state gained more power in regards to the administration of the 
property, and thus entailed shutdowns of planned events and projects of cultural matter within Christiania.  
Furthermore, the normalisation plan stated that fifty houses should be cleared out and demolished 
before February 1st 2007. This culminated in a lawsuit pressed against the state in order to determine the 
prescriptive right to the use of the property. The trial lasted for two years, but on May 26th 2009, the high 
court ruled in favor of the state by declaring that they are the rightful owner of the property. Several 
suggestions were made in an effort to reach a settlement between the two parts, but before the 
negotiations ended, the Danish Supreme Court upheld the verdict on February 18th 2012 (Christianshavns 
Lokaludvalg, 2013). 
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 Although it seemed impossible to reach a compromise, the state offered the people of Christiania 
the possibility to buy the property. The negotiations proceeded and were accepted at 76,2 mil. DKK as of 
June 20th 2012. Hereafter, the legal documents on all areas and buildings were handed over to the ‘Fund 
for Christiania’. They were then made responsible for the administration and sale of a special stock called 
the ‘Christiania Share’, which is not traded like regular stocks but which rather “[...] promote community, 
sharing and autonomy in contrast to the financial speculation.” (Christiania Folkeaktie, 2012). Further, 
the purchase of stocks is understood as a “[...] donation supporting buying the Freetown through the 
Fund for Christiania.” (Ibid). However, as stated, the amount spent on shares are seen as a donation and 
the stockholder does therefore “[...] not get the rights of a shareholder in the traditional sense, you will 
not become owner of a part of Christiania, nor are you a part of the Fund for the Freetown Christiania 
and you get no rights with respect to either the Fund or Christiania.” (Ibid)  
As a final note, it is important to state that the government introduced a bill suggesting to 
abrogate the special law that had been enforced at Christiania, and thus apply the same rules within the 
Freetown as on the outside. 
4. Theoretical Framework 
 4.1. The Individual and The State within Stirner’s Three Concepts 
"Individuals are confronted by a multitude of political ideologies and movements that demand the 
allegiance and submission of the person to their values, perspectives, and interests.” (Welsh, 2010: 46). 
According to Stirner, an individual’s identity and self-interests cannot coexist alongside the oppressive 
interests and ideals of the state, society, religion and culture, without significantly hampering the 
individual’s ability to act on their own free will.  For Stirner, “[...] the state, culture, and society tend to 
militate against the self-enjoyment and self-fulfillment of the individual.” (Ibid: 82). Instead of promoting 
the idea of individuality, Stirner believes that the state, culture and society oppress these values and 
demand obedience and conformism.  
However, Stirner believes that the individual should “[...] resist values, beliefs, and identities that 
the state, society, and culture attempt to impose on persons.” (Ibid). In other words, an individual should 
not be constrained by anything except what they regard as significant for themselves. 
  
    
In ‘Max Stirner’s Dialectical Egoism’ (2010), John Welsh discusses Max Stirner’s view on the three main 
concepts Stirner uses in ‘The Ego and His Own’ (1845). These three concepts - namely ‘Ownness’, ‘The 
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Unique One’ and ‘The Union of Egoists’ - focus primarily on the role of politics, religion and culture 
within society, and argue that society is artificially created whilst promoting the idea of “Egoism”. 
In regards to an individual engaging the idea of “Egoism”, Stirner states, “The uniqueness of the 
individual is the quality that each must cultivate to provide meaning for his or her life. The reality and 
value of all fixed ideas or generalized concepts, such as "God," "humanity," "man," "class 
consciousness," "social justice," and "race awareness" whether they are found in religion, philosophy, 
culture, or politics, must be rejected.” (Welsh, 2010: 83). Stirner values the idea of “Egoism” above all 
else, and believes that this self-interest, is the key to true freedom from society and all its drawbacks.  
For Stirner, the idea of ‘freedom’ means freedom from the state - from outside control or 
influences. It means the individual himself decides which causes to support - and is thus not being forced, 
manipulated or otherwise oppressed by external agents (e.g. the state, society etc.) into supporting their 
own agendas. Therefore, freedom for the individual means that they have discarded the ideals of external 
agents, and have put their own values, thoughts and wishes first, above all else.  
  4.1.1. ‘Ownness’ 
As stated before, Stirner has three concepts - ‘Ownness’, ‘The Unique One’ and ‘The Union of Egoists’ - 
which Welsh discusses in length. It is from here that we take our departure in Stirner and his idea of 
“Egoism”. The first of the three concepts, ‘Ownness’, focuses on Stirner’s interpretation of freedom and 
how it can be applied to an individual. As Welsh describes it, “Stirner's concept of "ownness"[...]is an 
oppositional concept.” (Ibid: 82) to the oppressive ideals of the state and other “external agents”.  
According to Stirner, freedom as we know it today is a political or religious discourse, and therefore what 
freedom is and how to achieve it is already pre-determined for the individual by the state. But Stirner 
disregards this notion, saying that every individual has to choose values and beliefs that suit him or her - 
and discard the ones that society/culture has already pre-determined or imposed for/upon them. They 
must “possess self” (Ibid: 87). In order to achieve freedom, first, one must embrace ‘Ownness’. Hence, 
“Ownness is the cause, freedom the effect.” (Ibid: 86).  
Stirner focuses much of his attention on, and critiques, the aforementioned “external agents” and the 
control they assert over the ‘individual’, and this is where we find Stirner’s main anchor in his argument 
for “Egoism” and the freedom it can provide.  
 "For Stirner, egoism has a political meaning: it is a refusal or a rejection of demands that the 
person surrender his or her judgment and loyalty to an external cause." (Ibid: 52).  
As stated previously, Stirner is a strong advocate and fighter for individuality and freedom from outside 
influence or control.  
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Stirner believes that the individual needs to create this freedom for themselves by distancing 
themselves from external agents. For example, Stirner “[...] begins with the assertion that the person's 
values, perspectives, and interests are more important than the assertions and demands by the external 
agents or “causes.”" (Ibid: 46). For Stirner, the individual, above all, is most important, and therefore 
their needs ought to be put first before all else, and certainly not be under the influence of external agents 
or “causes”. He further goes on to state that, “[...] individual fulfilment cannot be found in external 
causes where meaning, values, and ideals are imposed on the person. Fulfilment can only be found in 
actions that have meaning freely assigned by the person.” (Ibid: 47).  
Stirner believes in the rights of the individual, and argues that, under the control or influence of 
“external agents”, the individual cannot experience true freedom, thus only freedom from control of the 
“external” can bring the individual total fulfilment. In addition, it is Stirner’s belief that, only when an 
individual takes the three concepts of ‘Ownness’, ‘The Unique One’ and, if necessary, ‘The Union of 
Egoists’ upon themselves actively, can they achieve full value in their lives.  
Stirner also focuses much of his attention on how society, state and culture dictate how an individual 
should live his/hers life, with norms and set rules and ideals. However, he argues against this by stating 
that with this method of control, an individual's real, core values and interests are being suppressed. Thus, 
Stirner believes that individuals should question what society and state are actually contributing towards 
their own egoistic needs, and revise if it really is beneficial to them. 
One of the points that Stirner argues, is that: “The modernist concept of freedom, rooted in Christianity 
and political liberalism, teaches only that persons must "get rid" of themselves.” (Ibid: 84). The idea of 
“getting rid” of oneself, “[...] renouncing self as an individual with an ego” (Ibid), is exactly what Stirner 
believes an individual should not do.  
In regards to religion, we see Welsh discuss and critique Stirner’s concepts of ‘antiquity’ in comparison to 
‘modernity’, or in other words the past versus the present, and what the resulting effects of each are on the 
‘individual’.  
One of Stirner’s primary critiques of the modern is that society is still heavily influenced by 
religion. He views this worship of the spiritual as religious servitude, and thus oppression of an 
individual's freedom. It is this constraint that he views as holding the individual away from absolute 
freedom, and also a product of antiquity. Furthermore, he sees religion as “[...] just concepts created by 
intellectuals and theologians [...]” (Ibid: 50), and not as something real, and it is from here that we can 
see the basis for his scepticism. 
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For Stirner, religion was created and is used by “external agents” as a tool for control and 
manipulation in order to push their own agendas and thus pulling the individual away from his or her own 
thoughts and notions.  
Stirner’s idea of ‘Ownness’ means being in control of your own thoughts and ideas, and thus being told to 
get “rid of” yourself, is submitting to the ideas of the state etc., instead. In other words, an individual, if 
submitting to the state or religion, is achieving a freedom based on what society has dictated for them, 
thus resulting in a different kind of freedom to what the individual was, perhaps, actually trying to 
achieve.  
Instead, for Stirner, the individual ought to be in control of what they decide to do in regards to 
themselves. The idea of ‘Ownness’, therefore, emphasises this need to be “Egoistic” and is based only on 
what a person has power of within themselves - It “[...] refers more to a relationship between the internal 
activity of the person and the external world.” (Ibid: 84). To further explain, Stirner argues that society’s 
notion of being a “perfect citizen” will result in freedom becoming misunderstood and thus 
misinterpreted, and so one should only focus on what he/she wants or desires, in order to pave the way to 
becoming “free”.   
However, we believe that it is important to note that Stirner’s “Egoism” does not mean that an individual 
should be selfish towards other individuals, but rather “[...] he uses "egoism" as more of a standard for 
individual resistance to "causes" and institutions that demand allegiance and subordination.” (Ibid: 52). 
Therefore, Stirner sees “external agents” and their agendas as the “enemy”, and not other individuals. 
Stirner's idea of “Egoism” is therefore based on the notion that an individual should put themselves first - 
not before other ordinary people like themselves - but before the “external agents”, and only join a state’s 
cause, for example, should the individual truly believe in it and wish to participate. 
  
  4.1.2. ‘The Unique One’ 
The second concept, called ‘The Unique One’ is an evolution of ‘Ownness’. Where ‘Ownness’ is the 
rejection of forced ideals and embracement of one’s own interests and decisions, ‘The Unique One’ is a 
solidifying of one's own egoistic ideals, whilst simultaneously disregarding any notion of negativity that 
society has placed on these ideals. As Welsh states, “Stirner’s unique one accepts the label “egoist”, but 
he no longer accepts the criticism, loathing, and derogation implied by religious, liberal, socialist, and 
humanist critics.” (Ibid: 92). Thus, for an individual to become “unique”, they must reject society's idea 
of what freedom is, and thereafter focus only on the values important to him or herself - his or her own 
life, mind and person.  
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 Stirner also argues that, due to societal, cultural and historical understanding, “Egoism” - and 
therefore the premise for being “unique” - is a negative term. He believes that this portrayal is incorrect 
and that it should be used as a positive tool to achieve what he is advocating within his three concepts. 
Stirner displays a lot of concern for this manipulation that “external agents” impose upon the individual. 
Stirner’s concern is that an individual cannot be an “Egoist” without being portrayed in a negative light 
by external agents, and thus outcasted from society. He states, ""Egoism" is a term of derision that social 
movements, organisations, and ideologies use to discredit opponents.” (Ibid: 52). And further explains 
how, "The self-interests, avarice, and needs of the collective are ubiquitously defined as "patriotism" and 
"humanism," but the interests, avarice, and needs of the person are defined as “egoism.”" (Ibid: 46). 
Within ‘The Unique One’, Stirner also discusses the state, society and culture. Stirner argues against the 
fact that these three notions are portrayed as a “supreme being” (Welsh, 2010), meaning they are 
considered to be a higher power - something you cannot influence, something you must submit to. He 
views these “supreme beings” as controlling; taking advantage of the individual who view them as greater 
than themselves. This could be God, in regards to religion, for example.  
An individual, however, should be in control of one’s own life, and develop self, and not, 
therefore, help develop “external agents” (Ibid: 93). Furthermore, an individual should not be searching 
for a meaning, whether through religious, societal or cultural means, for this only results in servitude to 
these “supreme beings”. This again, can only result in false pretenses in regards to what an individual 
believes to be true happiness, freedom, meaning etc. In contrast, however, Stirner says that there is a “[...] 
difference between longing and searching for life, meaning, and self, and possessing life, meaning, and 
self.” (Ibid). 
The idea that “external agents” know what an individual wants, is, in Stirner’s opinion, a fallacy, 
because, as mentioned earlier, these supreme beings are not able to cater for exactly what each and every 
individual needs, and they should therefore not command an individual to submit or transform into 
something they want, which the individuals, themselves, do not. As Welsh explains, “The unique one's 
life and self are not just ideas created by any sort of external, supreme being. Moreover, the person has a 
life and a self that belong to him and no other.” (Ibid: 93).  
However, this “unique self” is also described as having a “consciousness”, whilst itself being an 
“objective being” (Ibid). In this regard it can be said that ‘The Unique One’ means that an individual, 
though unconcerned with the thoughts and decisions of others - such as “supreme beings” - is receptive to 
their surroundings and will thus alter how they apply their self-interests in their lives, making sure that the 
individual is, at all times, in control of their own self.  
Furthermore, Welsh argues that the “unique one” should consider himself as being better and 
more resourceful than what society allows him or her to be.  
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He claims that these ideas that society imposes are wrong, and instead explains that: “The ideals 
of religion, philosophy, and science are not uplifting and do not inspire persons to be more than they are, 
happier than they are, smarter than they are, and more powerful than they are.” (Ibid: 94). In other 
words, society dictates that an individual must not be better, whereas Stirner explains that, in order to take 
control of one’s own life, an individual must be better, and never view themselves as less. 
Welsh puts forwards the following notion and summarisation: “The unique one (a) owns his or 
her life, mind, body, and self; (b) rejects any external purpose, calling or destiny; (c) refuses to be an 
instrument for "higher powers" or "supreme beings"; and (d) knows and asserts self as unique.” (Ibid: 
94). 
     
  4.1.3. ‘The Union of Egoists’ 
The third and last concept, ‘The Union of Egoists’, is based heavily on the idea that no individual is “born 
free” (Ibid: 99), and thus every individual is born into servitude into a pre-existing and pre-ideological 
society. Ideas of how to function as a human in society are already determined for an individual. An 
individual is therefore not free. For example, to participate in an organisation, an individual is expected to 
work and therefore do their job. Thus, an organisation takes from an individual, and does not therefore 
give or reciprocate. In other words, an individual may be asked to complete a given task, and is duty-
bound to perform in order to be paid. Yet the individual gains no satisfaction in undertaking this task, 
though it is society's idea that, by participating, the individual should have the feeling that he or she is a 
part of a “greater good”, that, in the end, will result in contributing to society or acting in accordance to 
religious ideals, thus making you a “better person”. However, on the contrary and in reality, it is only the 
organisation that benefits. Thus there is no reciprocation, no repayment, no benefit for the individual - the 
individual is only “[...] serving the interests of the reified organization or an elite within it.” (Ibid: 98).  
An individual should, therefore, distance themselves from this type of society, “break free”, in order to 
take control of one’s self and own egoistic needs. An individual should not be a slave to what they do not 
gain anything from, to something which they do not own any stake in. For Stirner, “[...] the union of 
egoists is the outcome of the work of its participants. It is their creation, product, and property.” (Ibid: 
97). Therefore, once an individual's role in society is abandoned, along with all pre-determined ideals that 
society has imposed upon the individual, a ‘Union of Egoists’ can be created with other like-minded 
individuals, and is therefore the property of the individuals.  
A ‘Union of Egoists’ can be further described as a union of persons who share the same egoistic need for 
the ability to participate in a community which they can utilise as they see fit, for their own selfish or 
egoistic needs. It is a union based on the idea of giving and taking, meaning that there is always 
something to gain for the individual. Therefore, “[...] the union of egoists is based on the idea that bonds 
and relationships are created at the pleasure of persons and exist to serve persons.” (Ibid: 99).  
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And further “[...] implies that all parties participate in the organization through a conscious egoism, or a 
self-conscious self-determination.” (Ibid: 97).  
In other words, the ‘Union of Egoists’ is based on an idea that, within a self-created society, an 
individual acts according to his or her own needs, and will thus perform tasks and deeds for others 
because it serves a purpose for him or herself.  
On the contrary, an individual may also offer to help another individual via the act of giving for 
free; a “gift”. As Welsh explains, “The production and exchange of kindness, love, or justice is entirely at 
the discretion of others. These are gifts that are provided at the pleasure of others.” (Ibid: 98). This is, 
therefore, a decision an individual can take upon themselves, to provide, as stated, “pleasure for others”. 
This can be a selfless act, or perhaps even a precursor to the receiver of said gift, providing the giver with 
help in the future, or “reciprocating” the act of kindness. 
It should be emphasised that, within a ‘Union of Egoists’, an individual is still always working towards 
their own egoistic needs. This works in the manner explained above, and can also be explained further as 
an individual using another individual, who is also using the first individual mentioned, all for their own 
gains. This is, therefore, how a community can exist based on ‘Egoism’. Individuals take from each other 
what they need, and nothing more. Should they not require anything further from an individual, they will 
simply move onto somebody else who can fulfil their needs once again. "In short, the society is sacred, 
the union your own; the society consumes you, you consume the union." (Ibid: 98). 
  4.1.4. Reflection and critique of Stirner 
For Stirner, it is only once an individual takes these three concepts upon themselves actively, that they can 
begin to achieve full control of their own lives, and thus full value in their lives. Much of Stirner’s 
attention is focussed on how society, state and culture dictate to the individual how they should actually 
live their lives, with norms and set rules. However, he argues continually against this by stating that with 
this method of control, an individual's real, core values and interests are being suppressed. Stirner 
believes that individuals should question what society and state are actually contributing towards their 
own egoistic needs, and revise if it really is beneficial or if they are actually making do with what is 
offered. 
To put this into context, in societies of today, manipulation by the state can lead to whole nations 
believing in a “cause” or belief that the state has chosen, by control through the media, for example. Thus, 
for individuals to be truly individual, they must focus on themselves and the idea of “Egoism”, and ignore 
all forms of manipulation the state imposes upon them; and they must stick with this idea though it may 
mean that they end up alienated from their society.  
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Stirner further states that, “Persons have considerable resources and motivation to resist and 
undermine those movements and organisations that seek their enslavement.” (Ibid: 53). Stirner is not an 
advocate for obeying the state or other “external agents” whilst they assert their control over society, and 
even himself “[...] vows to fight external demands and redefine his life as his own cause.” (Ibid: 46). He 
further “[...] promotes human liberation through an attack on ideological constructions that control 
individual thought and behaviour through manipulation and coercion.” (Ibid: 49). Stirner believes that 
the individual should do all that is necessary to achieve freedom, and by using words such as “attack” we 
can see just how strongly Stirner believes in this right for freedom from the state. 
However, though it is obvious that Stirner is a strong advocate for the right to be free from outside control 
and influences, by reading Stirner’s work we see no clear path to this “total freedom” for the individual, 
which obviously causes some doubt as to whether it can be achieved. Furthermore, he expresses a lot of 
concern for this freedom should it be reached, and this seems to be for a number of reasons. 
       One reason seems to be that, due to “external agents” holding too much power over society, an 
individual cannot completely break free from their grasp. For example, though one may live within a self-
created community, you are still required to pay tax to the state. On the other hand, it is perhaps due to the 
path to freedom for an individual being fraught with constant fighting, and thus an individual can never 
reach “total” freedom as something will always be opposed to and restricting this freedom. This, for 
example, could be explained as the state opposing a self-created community, as was the case with 
Christiania.  
With Stirner’s ‘Union of Egoists’, in order to get something you want, you must give something in return, 
and the individual you will be exchanging with will be using you for their own gains too. However, it is 
questionable as to whether or not the “egoist” can function without a group. According to Stirner’s 
theories, the “egoist” must be within a group or union to function properly, which further raises the 
question of how substantial this group should be in order for it to be beneficial to each and every 
individual. The usefulness of persons, arguably, only extends so far, thus an individual will run out of 
things to use another for, and so the argument arises that a ‘Union of Egoists’ needs to be substantial in 
size.  
Moreover, Stirner talks of a ‘Union of Egoists’ on a highly philosophical level, and thus does not 
really explain how this union should come about, or where these like-minded individuals should meet or 
how they should meet. Furthermore, Stirner does not discuss the consequences of such a union coming 
into fruition, and an individual becoming disillusioned afterwards. Stirner only states that the individual 
should return back to ‘Ownness’, however, as is the case with Christiania, there is no other option other 
than to integrate back into the welfare state of Denmark. 
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Society is only ever depicted as negative by Stirner, with only selfish needs, an exploiter of the individual. 
However, society does also provide comfort, safety and security in regards to being part of a large 
community, providing police and public services as well as infrastructure, and thereby showing it is not 
only serving an “external agents” needs, but also the individual's’ needs within the society. In this regard, 
Stirner’s mentioning of freedom can also be discussed, because he is advocating that the individual has to 
reject the ideas of external agents and focus on themselves.  
Yet, what if people are actually content and feel free in the society they live in? Of course, Stirner 
is arguing that they do not know better because they are “born into” the ideology, yet for some people it 
can still be fulfilling enough. Another interesting argument could be that, what happens if an individual 
decides to follow Stiner’s ideology of “Egoism”, but still does not find the freedom which was implied 
would occur? Stirner argues that a modernist individual’s idea of freedom was constructed by “external 
agents”, and this is why we should reject it as it is not our own. However, he is also putting forward his 
idea of what freedom is and how to achieve it, albeit not enforcing it upon an individual. 
In addition, Stirner also discusses how, though there are “agents” working for more radical or 
revolutionary ideals, they “[...] turn into their opposite: they begin as philosophies of freedom, but create 
new fixed ideas and, thus, new forms of enslavement.” (Ibid: 51). So, another concern for Stirner is that an 
overturn of, or escape from, the oppressiveness of  “external agents” will only lead to yet further 
oppressive ideologies by new external forces - thus still leading to an, once more, oppressed individual.  
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5. The Danish Welfare System 
The aim of this section is to shed light on the context, being the Danish society and culture, Christiania 
emerged from and within. By doing so, we wish to make a foundation for the reader to understand some 
of the movements within Christiania, that contradict the theories of Max Stirner.    
 The point of departure of this section will be taken in the Danish welfare system, since this is 
what imbues the Danish society and thus an extensive part of the culture. Consequently, what founds the 
welfare system must be taken into consideration. 
The Danish welfare state contains a social, democratic and economic dimension (Dybdal, 2014, April 23). 
In this section the focus is on the social dimension, since this is the one with significance to the project in 
regards to understanding the different movements within the Freetown of Christiania. 
 5.1. The Social Dimension  
The social dimension of the welfare state in Denmark was founded by Social Democrat, Karl Kristian 
Steincke (1880-1963) in 1933 (Ibid). Steincke did not talk about "welfare" as an exact concept, but the 
importance of social rights was of big significance in regards to the comfort and self-esteem for the 
individual. The goal was to create strong, independent individuals and cultivate personal integrity and 
honesty (Ibid). 
The individual was, according to Steincke, threatened by a society characterised by feigned 
solidarity and collectiveness. Therefore, there was need to abolish the charity law, which had been 
implemented by using a random estimate of how “needy” a citizen was. This so called ‘principle of 
alms’ (‘almisseprincip’) (Ibid) deteriorated, according to Steincke, an individual's sense of self, and did 
not create independent persons. The government's task was not to show mercy, but to define the rights of 
citizens which was, and partly still is, a central part of the Social Democratic ideology (Ibid). 
In 1929, Steincke was appointed Minister for Social Affairs, and three years later his social reform was 
adopted. The reform meant that the legislation would not be based on alms, and instead Steincke 
introduced distinct rules for the citizens' rights (Ibid). 
Since the reform in 1933, the Social Democratic Party has supported a welfare model in which 
the basic principle was that everyone is entitled to a range of benefits based on statutory requirements, 
and not a specific evaluation of the individual's “needs” (Ibid). This applies to a range of social benefits 
such as retirement pension, social security and child benefit allowance. 
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 5.2. The Democratic Dimension 
The welfare state did not only contain a social dimension, but also a democratic one. The signs of 
recognition of both parts of the welfare state were, that the goal was a formation of the individual as a 
democratic citizen (Ibid). 
As Hal Kock puts it, democracy is not just a form of government, it is a way of life that permeates 
society (Ibid). Therefore, people should have strengthened their capacity for democratic participation 
through information, tax paid access to education, libraries, cultural institutions, as well as news from the 
license paid radio and TV.  
Publicly accessible primary school was a central part of the welfare policy, and in 1953 it was 
stated in the fundamental law that education should be free. The school's main purpose was democratic 
formation, so the citizens were able to take responsibility for the community at any level (Ibid). 
 5.3. The Economic Dimension 
The economic dimension of the welfare state is also designed in the 1930’s by economists Wigforss, 
Keynes and Myrdal (Ibid). The Swedish Social Democrat Ernst Wigforss created, in 1932, central 
political-economic ideas for the social democratic welfare-thinking in Scandinavia and contributed with, 
what has often been described, as "Keynesian before Keynes" (Ibid). In the pamphlet “Can we afford to 
work?” (“Har vi råd at arbeta?”) (1932), he challenges classical economic theories and calls to consider 
the economic life as it empirically occurs (Ibid). 
Wigforss believes that the state can solve the economic crisis by creating jobs for citizens under 
recession and making cuts during financial upswings. It is not just an economic observation, but also a 
moral philosophical perspective. Man must master production, not be ruled by it, and the economic 
system must be controlled by people's need for work - not by steadfast economic laws (Ibid).  
Additionally, an important aspect to keep in mind, is the fact that the Danish Welfare Model is 
based upon taxes, and everybody in the working force is therefore obligated to pay roughly half of their 
salary as taxes, and, by that, contribute to the welfare of everybody within the Danish society.  
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6. Social Identity Theory 
Within our investigation of Christiania, we have found it contradictory in regards to Stirner’s “Egoism” 
that Christiania perceive themselves as a collective. In order to explain this, we introduce the aspect of 
‘in-group/out-group mindsets’ and the perspective of ‘identity negotiation’.  
As we are working with Stirner on a philosophical level, one can include theoretical concepts on social 
identity in order to strengthen the investigation. This will provide another dimension to the understanding 
of the internal dynamics behind the emergence of the Freetown of Christiania and, hence, explain what 
happens when people gather in exclusive groups with a particular cultural background. 
The carrying aspect of the investigation will still be of a philosophical character but we believe 
that including scientific theories on identity will be of importance to validate philosophical arguments. 
  
As this section will deal with comprehensive academic concepts to commence we will now give a brief 
definition of the major terms. 
Christiania will, in regards to this, be treated as a ‘cultural community’, which is “[…] a group of 
interacting individuals within a bounded unit who uphold a set of shared traditions and way of 
life.” (Ting-Toomey, 1999: 8). To elaborate further on the usage of the term ‘culture’, the definition is 
phrased by Ting-Toomey as “[…] a frame of reference or knowledge system that is shared by a large 
group of interacting individuals within a perceived bounded unit” (Ibid: 18). Christiania as a bounded 
unit is here based on political boundaries, rather than ethnic or racial, that Ting-Toomey takes as a focal 
point.  
Last but not least, identity is here viewed as “[…] reflective self images constructed, experienced 
and communicated by the individuals within a culture and in a particular interaction situation.” (Ibid: 
39).  
To elaborate the individual's self-conception is highly influenced by one’s cognitions, emotions 
and interactions (Ibid: 26). When talking of the development of identity it is essential to explore the 
aspect of cultural values and self-conception drawing from the work of social identity theory. It 
emphasises how developing an individual self is inevitably a social process and thus culture becomes the 
prime mechanism from which we construct our own social and personal self.  
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 6.1. Cultural Identity 
The term ‘identity’ has many faces. One relevant aspect to draw upon in this context is ‘cultural identity’, 
as understood within the identity negotiation perspective and described as follows “[…] the emotional 
significance that we attach to our sense of belonging or affiliation with the larger culture” (Ting-Toomey, 
1999: 30).  The construction of ‘cultural identity’ is done via repetitive practices and parental guidance 
during adolescence (Ibid). To the discussion, two further aspects will be introduced; namely the ‘content’ 
and ‘salience’ of ‘cultural identity’. 
The ‘content’ aspect of ‘cultural identity’ has to do with the value dimensions distinctive of 
particular cultures (Ibid). The ‘salience’ of ‘cultural identity’ is the affiliation one feels to one’s larger 
cultural membership group. In other words, “The weaker our self-image is influenced by our cultural 
identity salience, the more we are likely to practice norms and scripts of our own inventions.” (Ibid: 31). 
Here we also introduce two concepts belonging to cultural value contents: Individualism and 
collectivism. Individualism is the value tendency of a group when the individual identity is of more 
importance than of the group identity (Ibid: 30). In opposition to this collectivism is the value tendency of 
a group where the weighing of group obligations are heavier than individual needs (Ibid: 30).  
 6.2. Personal Identity 
Individuals develop distinctive personal identities beyond their group membership identities, defined as 
the attitudes and knowledge one has of one’s self-images (Ibid: 35). ‘Personal identity’ can have two 
facets: The actual personal identity, which describes particular character traits exhibited frequently and 
the desired personal identity, which is the preferred qualities of the individual.  
One can differentiate between trait-level analysis and culture-level analysis by the terms of the 
independent construal of self and the interdependent construal of self (Markus and Kitayama, 1991 in 
Ting-Toomey, 1999: 35). 
The independent self acts upon personal set objectives, whereas the interdependent self will be 
motivated by collective objectives (Ibid). Another important aspect to comparing trait versus culture 
analysis, is how “[…] a threat to our cultural identity can be perceived as a threat to our personal self-
esteem level.” (Ting-Toomey, 1999: 35). 
  
 6.3. In-Group/Out-Group Mindsets  
Here, the focus is on group membership and the ‘Boundary Maintenance’ issues belonging to such 
relationships. Group based differentiation is when one’s self-image is emotionally attached to a group 
membership, and one can thus speak of ‘in-group’ inclusion and ‘out-group’ differentiation (Ibid: 43). 
Brewer (1991: 477) in Ting-Toomey (1999: 43) explains how “social identity derives from a fundamental 
tension between human needs for validation and similarity to others (on the one hand) and a 
countervailing need for uniqueness and individuation (on the other).” 
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From this, one can thus derive that the purpose of practicing boundary regulations is to enhance 
one's social and personal identity (Ting-Toomey, 1999: 147). To elaborate this is practised by ‘in-group’ 
favoritism and ‘out-group’ differentiation, and in this sense the more one views one’s ‘in-group’ as 
desirable, the more ‘salien’t one’s cultural and membership identity becomes. One’s ‘in-group’ is also the 
contributor of satisfying needs as self-esteem, security, inclusion and connection (Ibid). One’s ‘out-group’ 
on the other hand is one of which creates the basis for comparison of ‘in-group’ behaviour, and one of 
which we remain emotionally detached from (Ibid).  
To quote Ting-Toomey (1999: 148) she states: “With similar others, we assume we share similar 
values and outlooks. With dissimilar others, we experience identity threat and emotional vulnerability.” In 
this sense, one can argue that different behaviour challenges one’s ‘in-group’ and can therefore be the 
origin of doubting one’s norms or values.  
7. Analysis 
In order to set the framework for an in-depth analysis, we will first emphasise how the political situation 
in the 1960’s and 70’s Denmark has relevance for the analytical investigation. This can be accomplished 
by looking at the power relations between the involved groups and the attitudes they carried at the time.  
Following the rebellious movements of the 1960’s, a youth branch in Denmark was inspired to take action 
for a liberated community by excluding themselves from the broader society. As mentioned in the 
historical outline of Christiania, one can highlight the political situation at the time. Denmark was 
experiencing a lack of housing due to the economic recession, and thus in 1971 a group of squatters saw 
an opportunity in the old military buildings at Christianshavn.  
In the following we will argue, in relation to historical events, which circumstances led to the creation of 
this manifesto and thus the founding of Christiania. We will furthermore create an analysis of a number of 
movements, that one can detect as having key relevance in the origin and creation of Christiania.  
Within the section of the historical framework, titled Project Hus on page 12, it is stated that the 
people behind the periodical, Hovedbladet, would later play a key role within the founding of Christiania. 
This group of people was the offspring of the left-wing hippie movements of the 60’s, that due to a lack of 
housing, economic recession, and from their point of view, wrongful prioritizing of governmental 
resources, strived towards an alternative. 
Due to these circumstances, it becomes apparent how these events have influenced the emphasis on 
statelessness, self-governing and individual freedom from institutionalisation in the manifesto. The 
provocations and lack of satisfying action from the government arguably influenced the squatters to create 
an alternative without non-transparent bureaucracy and top-down governance.  
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 If not becoming an enemy, the state became the base of comparison to what the founders wanted 
to create within the Freetown. Yet, despite the emphasis on freedom and individuality, there is also an 
emphasis on Christiania acting as a community which reaches towards self-sustainability.  
Drawing on Ting-Toomey’s theory of ‘Cultural Identity’, one can argue that the squatter movements were 
composed of people who were somewhat unsatisfied with the political climate at the time. As described in 
the section of ‘Cultural Identity’, one’s cultural identity is influenced by two aspects - namely ‘Content’ 
and ‘Salience’.  
To begin with the aspect of ‘Content’, one can detect that the individuals involved may have felt 
disconnected to the political values practiced in Denmark at the time. In other words, the solidarity the 
welfare state was supposedly based upon had been compromised, and according to the implicated, this 
left the squatters in a helpless situation.  
To include the aspect of ‘Salience’, one could point to the squatters’ sense of affiliation to the 
Danish state, as it is emphasised that, when one experiences a weak cultural ‘salience’, one is more “[...] 
likely to practice norms and scripts of our own inventions.” (Ting-Toomey, 1999: 31). And thus, a need 
for distancing oneself from the broader cultural community arises.  
To this, one can relate the theories of group membership and ‘Boundary Maintenance’. Arguably, the 
basic human need for “[...] validation and similarity to others (on the one hand) and a countervailing 
need for uniqueness and individuation (on the other)” (Ibid: 43), can be seen as a motive for the squatters 
to cluster together. As they are distancing themselves from the broader cultural community, they need to 
find similarity with other like-minded individuals in order to preserve self-esteem.  
Due to the unbalanced power-relations between the squatters and the state, they arguably created a feeling 
of collectiveness, with their point of connectedness being feeling disillusioned by the state. Here, one can 
draw to the notions of ‘Boundary Maintenance’ - or ‘in-group’ inclusion and ‘out-group’ differentiation. 
The practice of boundary regulations is arguably to enhance one's social and personal identity, as in one’s 
‘in-group’, one will experience security and connection. 
One can draw the conclusion that, within the community of Project HUS, the squatters met like-
minded persons with the same emotional detachment from the state as themselves. Looking at the theories 
mentioned, one can even speculate as to whether the squatters were suffering from identity threat as their 
values and norms were being challenged and questioned by the state.  
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Arguably, these events and actions made the Hovedbladet group want to create an alternative society with 
a shared emphasis on individual expression, community responsibility and collectiveness. Within this 
context, the following manifesto was created. This manifesto would become the foundation for the values 
Christiania was built upon.  
The Manifesto 
"Christianias commitment is to create and sustain a self-governing community, in which everyone is free 
to develop and express themselves, as responsible members of the community. This society must be 
economically self-supporting, and the common aspiration must constantly go out to show that the mental 
and physical pollution can be avoided. 13.11.71 Hereby formulated by Søren, Kim, Kim, Ole and Jacob, 
with the right to improvements.” (Ludvigsen, 2003: 75). 
To understand the relationship between Stirner and Christiania, we must first look towards how the 
community of Christiania functions as such, and further in regards to how the manifesto can be explained 
in regards to Stirner. 
  
Stirner states that, “The individual has a need to own mind, self, and body, but the state needs to promote 
subordination through coercion and fixed ideas.” (Welsh, 2010: 106). The groups of people described 
previously in the historical framework could, arguably, be said to have been following the concepts of 
‘Ownness’ and ‘The Unique One’, and thus sought to free themselves from the fixed ideas of the state 
which they found limiting towards their own egoistic needs. An apparent idea behind the creation of 
Christiania, was that it would not only be constructed and created by these individuals, but also for these 
individuals, and thus their needs could be met. As stated by Stirner, “[...]the union of egoists is the 
outcome of the work of its participants. It is their creation, product, and property.” (Ibid: 97). 
As was mentioned previously in the theoretical framework of Stirner, and more specifically the 
‘Union of Egoists’, the founding groups of Christiania were arguably placed within the conflicting 
confounds of the state, whilst also their own egoistic needs. In regards to the historical framework, it 
could be argued that Christiania was created after individuals felt that the state was not providing or 
fulfilling these needs, for example a need for housing, and thus the individuals took matters into their own 
hands. The founders of Christiania took control of their needs, and thus abandoned their reliance on the 
state, for according to Stirner, the two cannot coexist in harmony. “There is no possibility of reconciling 
the egoist and the state since the egoist must annihilate or dissolve the state in order to live as an owner, 
while the state must annihilate or dissolve the egoist to maintain its power and legitimacy.” (Ibid: 107).  
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 Stirner’s presentation of the conflict between “The Egoists” and the state is very apparent within 
the founding of Christiania and the ideas behind it. As stated by the founders of Christiania, there was a 
need for the creation of a community where “[...] the common aspiration must constantly go out to show 
that the mental and physical pollution can be avoided.” (Ludvigsen, 2003: 75). This further highlights the 
tension between “The Egoists” and the state. There is a clear correlation between what was mentioned 
earlier in the Stirner framework, in regards to how Stirner views the state as exploiting the individual by 
offering servitude but no reward - enforcing ideologies and abusing the workforce - and the need for an 
individual to be free of the burden of society. The state is therefore the pollution of which Christiania is 
attempting to be rid of.  
        At a time of not only an economic recession but also a housing crisis, the state was not fulfilling the 
needs of all of its citizens, which therefore, arguably, encouraged these groups to become egoists, and 
thus created the idea of a self-governing community focussing on the needs of the individual for the 
benefit of the individual, and not the state.  
Though Christiania can be described as a community, the allowance for and encouragement of individual 
interest within Christiania is also very apparent. In the manifesto, it is stated that, “[...] everyone is free to 
develop and express themselves, as responsible members of the community.” (Ibid). This idea shares clear 
resemblances with Stirner’s idea of a self-governing and anti-state ideal, and his idea of a society based 
upon “Egoism”, namely a ‘Union of Egoists’.  
 Stirner believes that “Egoists”, united by a common goal, will create a society where egocentric 
interests will create impermanent relations, whilst also functioning as a community due to a shared 
consciousness for the need for the community to exist. In other words, the community benefits the 
individual, and thus whilst the individual works towards their own egoistic needs, they are also aware of 
the needs of the community - and this is what can arguably be seen within the founding of Christiania. 
Despite Stirner’s implicit presence in the manifesto, it becomes apparent that Christiania is also 
influenced by the Danish welfare state. Despite the emphasis on the individual and their right to self 
expression/liberation, the manifesto further contains elements of community and responsibility in regards 
to the inhabitants of the freetown “[...] in which everyone is free to develop and express themselves, as 
responsible members of the community.” (Ibid). Presumably growing up in Denmark, the founding group 
has arguably adopted some of the values of the welfare state. In the manifesto, Steincke’s ideas of 
solidarity and compassion are present whilst also aiming towards a community of strong, self-functioning 
individuals. 
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‘The Blacksmith’ (‘Smedien’)  
In relation to these strong, self-functioning individuals, the second area we are analysing is an article 
found in the independent Christianian periodical, ‘Ordkløveren’. The article presents a letter to the editor 
from the local blacksmith, Jesper, about the maintenance of “his” business and tries to clarify which 
opportunities and challenges lay within his daily work.  
Due to the self-governance of Christiania, the blacksmith was founded upon collective means by the 
inhabitants of Christiania, thus “[...] the smithy was something that belonged to the community. 
Something everyone could take advantage of.” (Sølling, 1974, August 30) - though the maintenance of 
the blacksmith is not reliant upon everybody. However, due to the functionality of the consensus 
democracy within Christiania, it is maintained by those who took the initiative to open the blacksmith in 
the first place. 
Jesper is the man trying to run the business, however the blacksmith itself is caught in between 
being “owned” by both himself and the community at the same time, and thus he is troubled with not only 
the burden of the finances, but also the day-to-day running of the business. As Jesper states, “[...] the 
openness the smithy has been running, has given a blurring of responsibility towards things.” (Ibid). This 
has raised a number of issues whilst at the same time challenging Stirner’s idea of a ‘Union of Egoists’ 
and how it should function. 
Firstly, Stirner’s intention for his ‘Union of Egoists’ and how it should operate exists with the concept of 
giving and taking. However, what is clear to see in regards to the blacksmith, is that it is currently 
functioning in favour of the takers, with Jesper, the giver, not gaining anything from the transaction and 
even, in fact, becoming more burdened with every customer due to his responsibility of having to 
maintain the business. He is not, as Stirner states he should be, focussing on his own egoistic needs, and 
nor is he benefitting from the transaction between individuals.  
However, when Jesper first started out, he had become somewhat unique and was pursuing his 
own interests and egoistic needs - namely by becoming a blacksmith. Thus one can assume that, by 
wanting to become a blacksmith, he enjoyed the work and found fulfilment in it. Hence, a dilemma is 
created in terms of how far Stirner’s theory can extend, and what an individual should do if caught in such 
a situation, where their enjoyment is diminishing and they have, in fact, due to certain circumstances, 
become a slave to the society which had sought to bring him freedom.  
Stirner would argue that the individual in such a case should reconsider and re-evaluate whether his needs 
are being satisfied, and if his needs are no longer being met, he ought to abandon the burden of the 
business and re-establish his values and his “Egoism”. The individual should return to ‘Ownness’, 
therefore freeing himself once again. 
!35
As Jesper claims, the problem lies within the shared ownership of the blacksmith, where he is 
personally entitled to a larger responsibility than the rest of the community, whilst at the same time, 
everybody is entitled to the shared ownership of the blacksmith. Unfortunately, Jesper is barely making 
enough money for himself. Yet at the same time, he also seems to be in conflict with himself in regards to 
whether he should invest his own money into the business, due to the unestablished power relation 
between his and the communities ownership of the blacksmith. 
He therefore argues that, if it had been his own private property, it would have been more simple 
to work within these parameters. Yet, he still has to maintain the blacksmith and instruct other users 
whilst also making sure that the economy is healthy and self-sustainable. He further explains that other 
users of the blacksmith are earning their living by exploiting the free accessibility of the blacksmith, 
whilst not contributing financially to the business itself.  
After realising the amount of responsibility that follows with maintaining the blacksmith, Jesper discusses 
solutions on how to comprehend the financial setbacks in the business. “One solution might be 
"government subsidies", money from the common fund for the maintenance of the machines that we are 
not currently able to afford. Or the opposite, that the blacksmith operated privately in regards to make 
depreciation, and make it a better business etc.” (Ibid). According to Stirner, though the subsidies would 
be coming from the common fund of the community, to Stirner, this would still be seen as a reliance on 
“the state”, and thus a form of subjugation and confinement.  
This can further be explained by saying that, though Christiania can be described as a ‘Union of 
Egoists’, once its residents start to rely on Christiania for things such as subsidies, they then transform 
Christiania into a form of state, and thus assert Stirner’s earlier point that anti-state ideals “[...] begin as 
philosophies of freedom, but create new fixed ideas and, thus, new forms of enslavement.” (Welsh, 2010: 
51). This leads to a further dilemma in which Stirner states that, “As long as there is a state, there is no 
property that belongs to the individual in any absolute sense.” (Ibid: 105). However, it is also important 
to state that, “Christianites could put as much effort as they liked into their dwellings, but they can 
neither own them, nor take the property’s value with them when leaving.” (Bøggild, 2011: 101) Thus, 
Christiania is already functioning as a form of state within this regard.  
‘Power of the Children’ (‘Børnemagt’)  
Though acting as a state in regards to property, the third article we look at analyses Christiania as a form 
of state in the way in which they hold control over who can reside within the Freetown. The source we are 
analysing regards a children’s organisation, called the ‘Children’s Liberation Front’ - ‘CLF’ (‘Børnenes 
Befrielses Front’), who were excluded from Christiania by the community.  
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Not existing today, ‘CLF’ were an organisation that tried to create better and improved 
possibilities for children, whilst strengthening “[...] the child's right and opportunity to realise himself 
and his ideas” (Chr. Nitten, 1978: 20). The organisation was foremost available to underprivileged, 
socially challenged children. The problem that the organisation tried to tackle was that, in their opinion, 
“[...] a school [...]works as a waiting room and parking lot for people until there is an opportunity to 
exploit them in the labor market.” (Chr. Nitten, 1978: 20). 
The organisation first began in a house in Magstræde, Copenhagen, but they were removed due to the fact 
that the services they offered did not grant them support from the state. Meanwhile, Christiania had been 
abandoned by the military, and the new inhabitants had been granted the title of “Social Experiment” by 
the Danish state for three years, and thus the organisation relocated there in 1972. 
However, their arrival within Christiania was met with a lot of scepticism from the inhabitants of 
Christiania. This could be due to the fact that, prior to joining Christiania, the organisation had attracted 
much negative attention from the Danish authorities because of their intent to influence children to 
circumvent and reject Danish institutions. Arguably, the organisation encompasses some of Stirner’s ideas 
in the way that it attempted to make children realise themselves outside of institutions. It made them take 
control of their own lives, and taught them that freedom is found within one’s self and not within schools 
and their indoctrination. In this regard, the ‘Children’s Liberation Front’ draws strong similarities with 
Stirner’s idea of rejecting the ideals of the state and breaking free from the servitude of society, whilst 
also embracing one’s egoist ideologies and rejecting any criticism this may draw.  
In moving to Christiania, the organisation tried to create a space whereby they could protect and preserve 
their own egoistic needs and anti-state thoughts, away from the authorities. However, though their need 
for housing was satisfied by Christiania, they offered nothing to the residents of Christiania, and this 
raises the issue of reciprocation, mentioned earlier in the theoretical framework. The organisation 
arguably adopted their egoism too exceedingly, and thereby created a division between themselves and 
the residents of Christiania.  
In regards to Stirner, it could be said that the organisation had adopted the concept of ‘The 
Unique One’, yet did not integrate into the ‘Union of Egoists’ of Christiania. They were only interested in 
the functioning of their organisation, and not taking the broader circumstances and/or conflicts into 
account. As it is stated in the article, “We on our side led the policy that we were totally indifferent to 
what the adults thought and believed, especially when talking about us. We had our own life and it was, 
within these circumstances, that we lived.” (Ibid). With reference to the use of “we” in the quote prior, we 
can perhaps draw, once again, a contrast to Stirner’s idea of a ‘Union of Egoists’. However, in this sense, 
the union is within, and limited to, the organisation and its users. 
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Within the conflict between the ‘CLF’ and Christiania, one can also draw comparisons to ‘Social Identity 
Theory’, and the aspects of ‘Boundary Maintenance’ and ‘Group Based Differentiation’. This is relevant 
to draw upon, as it becomes apparent that the organisation becomes their own ‘in-group’. One can detect 
how the members of the organisation articulate themselves as ‘us’, separate from but amongst the 
community of Christiania. One can further stress noticeable differences within the wants of the two 
groups, and the clear separation of the two groups, where is it stated, “During the discussions around our 
house project, many contradictions between us and many other Christianites came to light.” (Ibid). 
Drawing from this, one can claim that the basis for the organisation not staying in Christiania was that the 
Christianite’s remained emotionally detached from the ‘CLF’.  
Assuming that Christiania functions as an ‘in-group’, the organisation would thus be seen as an ‘out-
group’ of which the Christianite’s would compare and critique in accordance to their ‘in-group’ behaviour. 
The practice of boundary regulation is because of a need for validation and similarity with others. From 
this, one can claim that the Christianite’s experienced a lack of validation and similarity when comparing 
themselves to the organisation. Furthermore, as the emergence of Christiania was very new at this point, 
there was a strong need for a solidifying of the community. In this sense, when the ‘in-group’ of 
Christiania experienced a different and challenging behaviour, it created the need for ‘out-group’ 
differentiation. This is done by strengthening the boundaries and, in this case, excluding the organisation 
from Christiania.  
        The following quote emphasises the differences between the Christianites and the organisation, and 
helps to give an understanding of the situation which led to the eviction of the organisation from 
Christiania: “Older, established Christianites ran outcry; it was known that they were probably afraid 
that our desire for freedom would put the entire Freetown houses and homeowners’ existence at stake. 
Just for our ideas.” (Ibid). 
The idea of ‘Group Based Differentiation’ and ‘Boundary Maintenance’ can also be applied to Stirner’s 
concept of the ‘Union of Egoists’ and the consciousness that each egoist beholds, in regards to keeping 
the community that they are within functioning. In other words, and to repeat what was earlier said in the 
theoretical framework, each individual has a need for the community to exist, and thus, since the 
organisation was seen as “threatening” towards the existence of Christiania, the organisation was removed 
from the community. 
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Consensus Democracy 
With the removing of ‘CLF’ from Christiania, it appears an implicit consensus between the inhabitants of 
the Freetown had been reached, which brings us onto our fourth area of analysation.  
The fourth source which we will be analysing is Christiania’s “[...]radically democratic form of 
decision-making: consensus democracy.” (Starecheski, 2011: 264). The idea of Christiania’s consensus 
democracy has arguably derived from the democracy the state of Denmark has in place. However, its 
purpose strives to give the individual a greater voice in the decision-making process, rather than the 
majority, although we will be questioning how far this works in reality. 
Consensus democracy has been a part of Christiania from since the Freetown was founded, an 
idea brought along by the founders who had been using a similar method of decision-making during their 
time at Project HUS. Thus, it plays an important role in how Christiania functions as a community, both 
then and now, and is an important aspect to discuss in terms of Stirners “Egoism”. 
Consensus democracy is viewed as both a positive and negative form of democracy amongst the residents 
of Christiania. One point of analysis we can pursue, that has drawn both positive and negative criticism, is 
that the consensus democracy entitles every resident of Christiania to an opinion. As Amy Starecheski 
states: “Consensus democracy is[...]seen as a luxury, which becomes a hindrance when the stakes are 
high.” (Ibid). Since Christiania is home to hundreds of people, satisfying the needs of every individual 
becomes a complicated and compromising task, and also raises an interesting predicament in regards to 
Stirner and how he believes a ‘Union of Egoists’ operates.  
First and foremost, and to recap, for Stirner, an individual should always act egoistically towards 
themselves and their own interests. Thu it is relatively easy to argue, in terms of Stirner, that every 
individual participates in the Common Meetings (Ibid: 263) with the intention of benefiting themselves in 
one way or another. Everybody has their own egoistic agenda.  
However, this is where we can see a predicament with Stirner’s ‘Union of Egoists’, and how this 
union ought to function within a community. Though everybody’s opinion is taken into consideration, 
when hundreds of persons are airing their own thoughts on an idea or a decision, it is difficult to cater 
towards everybody’s needs. Thus, it is again a fair statement to mention that not everybody will leave the 
meeting feeling they have gained something substantial, conflicting with Stirner’s idea that there should 
always be something to gain for the individual.  
           
Furthermore, though everybody is entitled to an opinion, it is arguable that there will always be somebody 
in opposition towards another's view, and this can intensify into conflicts.  
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In an overview of an interview with a resident of Christiania, Githa Iversen, conducted by Starecheski, it 
was stated that, “[...] consensus at Christiania is not simply a process of patient listening, creative 
thinking, and thoughtful compromise, but is also shaped by aggression and violence […]” (Ibid: 276).  
From this, we can decipher that perhaps extreme, contradictory or opposite opinions voiced at the 
Common Meetings, are oppressed and opposed by others. This oppression seems to dispute the idea of a 
consensus democracy and the argument that consensus democracy gives every individual a voice. We can 
even conclude from this statement that certain individuals must hold some form of authority within 
Christiania and these meetings, in order for them to feel as though they can oppress another individual’s 
point of view. Thus, if somebody has “authority”, there must be some form of hierarchy within 
Christiania. 
In an interview with another individual, Allan Lausten, it is stated that he was a meeting 
“facilitator” (Ibid: 281). Along with being in control of the meeting, this also granted himself and two 
other men the ability to drive the meeting in the direction in which they saw fit, in terms of the outcome 
they wished upon. He states, “[...] and when you choose to be up there you also have a fantastic 
opportunity, not to control the situation[...]but you can kind of help the situation.” (Ibid: 280). He further, 
“[...] makes it clear that he facilitated the meeting with a certain outcome in mind […]” (Ibid). Though 
“[...] he repeatedly asserts that he would have supported any decision made.” (Ibid).  
         The second statement clearly shows the power facilitators hold in such meetings, and again is a clear 
example of hierarchy within Christiania and its Common Meetings, within what is supposed to be a 
consensus democracy. For Stirner, the idea of a “facilitator” in such a setting would constitute a type of 
leadership, and thus the individual would hold no real power.  
This also highlights, once again, the comparison one can make between Christiania and the state 
and the control the state asserts over the individual, to which Stirner declares: “Persons make "no 
difference" to the state. Particular interests, needs, qualities, and motivations count for nothing.” (Welsh, 
2010: 100) This is arguably what can be seen with the oppression of an individual’s opinion, and what 
Stirner would further constitute as an oppression of one’s “Egoism”.   
    
Continuing with the theme of hierarchy and leadership, there are a number of further points with which 
we can uphold and assert the claim that there is, in fact, some form of hierarchy within the Freetown. In 
an interview with a younger Christianite, Bjørn, we gain an insight into the thoughts of a resident of 
Christiania who is very much against what he sees as hierarchy within the Freetown. Due to his open 
criticism of the community, Bjørn has become, in some manner, “outcast” from the Freetown. Thus, his 
criticism towards the philosophy that Christiania portrays themselves as having, i.e. as an all-inclusive 
community, helps to question the idea of hierarchy and equality within the community.  
As earlier mentioned in the manifesto, every resident of Freetown Christiania can do as they 
please, but only “[...] as responsible members of the community.” (Ludvigsen, 2003: 75).  
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However, in the case of Bjørn, being critical towards the mentioned philosophies of Christiania 
has led to him being excluded from the community - so one could say that criticising the community is 
seen as not acting responsibly towards it.  
However, his awareness towards the reasons to his exclusion is also what prevents him from being forced 
out of the community. Bjørn states that, “[...] if they threw me out over purely personal and ethical 
reasons, would they be any better than the state?” (Amouroux, 2011: 258). From this we can see that 
Christiania is open to individual expression, until their rules or ideals are broken or questioned.  
So there is some form of contradiction in regards to Christiania’s idea of inclusion, as a person’s 
individualism, and “Egoism”, can only be taken and expressed so far before it is seen as conflicting with 
the community. In this way, Christiania is enforcing itself and its ideals upon an individual. If one cannot 
question the community and how it is operating, it is the same as a state squashing rebellions, 
demonstrations or opposition, the individual loses his voice and power to express oneself.  
It is further stated by Amouroux that, within Christiania, “[...] other ‘weak’ Christianites (unconnected 
individuals who lack a strong social base) have been thrown out in the past” (Ibid: 259), which enforces 
the similarity drawn between Christiania acting as a state, in regards to the idea of a hierarchy and the 
power this asserts upon a group. The fact that one can “lack a strong social base” seems to highlight the 
notion that, without the aforementioned, an individual within Christiania must act as a slave to the ideals 
of the community, or fear being removed from it.  
Furthermore, when asked in regards to Christianias attempts at trying to invite or include Bjørn 
back into the community, he states that there is a general interest in doing so from Christianias side - 
although it is implicitly implied that this is only an option if Bjørn is willing to give up his criticism 
towards the community, and therefore ignore the problems he questions. Thus, this leads us back to 
Stirner’s idea that expressing “Egoism” and acting for oneself is seen as combatting the state, and the 
egoist and the state cannot coexist. 
Bjørn’s criticism and “[...] dissatisfaction with the Christiania way and the rhetoric of equality” (Ibid: 
258) leads us onto our next point. For Stirner, the term “equality of rights” (Welsh, 2010: 100) equates to 
a form of power the state holds over the individual, an imposing of rules of what the individual has the 
“right” to do. Within Christiania, the rights of the individual seem blurred in regards to how much 
influence an individual holds within the consensus democracy.  
In terms of Bjørn, this can be applied to the predicament that “Bjørn lacks the cultural capital 
necessary for full political participation in Christiania.” (Amouroux, 2011: 258). The term “cultural 
capital” is a key point to touch upon.  
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According to Bjørn and Amouroux, ‘cultural capital’ is accepted as a form of power, and thus 
creates a hierarchy within Christiania. It is further stated that, “[...] age and commitment to the 
community are essential forms of cultural capital” (Ibid) and that “[...] in Christiania we favour those 
‘Who are known. Who have given back to the community.’” (Ibid: 259). 
For Stirner, there can be no form of hierarchy within a ‘Union of Egoists’. The union functions on the 
basis that everybody is free to make their own decisions, that the individual holds power over themselves 
and no other. Hence, the idea of ‘cultural capital’ will only result in the will of others being enforced upon 
the individual as they will hold the power to do so. The individual will be oppressed. 
The idea of ‘cultural capital’ holding power within a community, especially in terms of a 
consensus democracy, also leads to division within a community, for newcomers and the young hold little 
power over those who have resided in, or provided more to, in this case Christiania, for a longer period of 
time. Moreover, within Christiania, it is stated that ‘cultural capital’ has led to other young people feeling 
“[...] disenfranchised from political involvement.” (Ibid). This can, once again, be viewed as a tool of 
oppression. Those with ‘cultural capital’ are thus able to assert their own claims and ideas over the 
community without fear of opposition, for those that perhaps would oppose them, do not have the 
‘cultural capital’ to change anything. This therefore highlights the resemblance between Christiania and 
the state. As Stirner concludes, “What really matters is that the state is without competition or challenge 
from[...]individuals” (Welsh, 2010: 101).  
Sub-Conclusion  
We can see within the analysis that the idea behind the emergence of Christiania was to create a self-
sustainable community with a collective responsibility, but with a high emphasis on the individual’s rights 
and freedom to pursue one’s egoistic needs. In accordance to Stirner’s ‘Union of Egoists’, we see that his 
ideas of freedom, self-liberation and “Egoism”, are highly suitable in terms of the rights of the individual 
within the community. However, these ideas are also highly situational as Christiania strived to be a 
collective community, with the needs of the community put first, which creates a contradiction in regards 
to Stirner’s ideas, in which he would prioritise the individual over the community.  
We can further detect behaviours related to Ting-Toomeys ‘in-group/out-group’ theories within 
Christiania, and when placing the Freetown into these contexts. The behaviour of ‘Boundary 
Maintenance’ is the foundation for why Christiania’s inclusive ideals, to a certain extent, become 
excluding. Moreover, the indoctrination of the founders of Christiania by the Danish welfare system may 
have also influenced the collectiveness and need to create a society containing compassion and solidarity. 
This, arguably, would not be present within Stirner’s ideal of a ‘Union of Egoists’, which instead 
emphasises the right of the individual. 
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8. Discussion  
As mentioned in the analysis, during the 1970’s, Denmark found itself within a period of economic 
recession which resulted in many people being without housing, and thus the need for a community such 
as Christiania emerged. Because of this, one of the motivating forces behind this new community was the 
hope of creating something better than the current situation in Denmark, and thus the creation of the 
Freetown can arguably be seen as a move away from the Danish state.  
In doing so, what happened was perhaps what one can call a reproduction of a Danish stateliness, 
which questions the basic assumption of our investigation, being that “Egoist” needs were at the root of 
the emergence. We believe that there is an obvious contradiction throughout our analysis within our 
assumption of Christianite’s being “Egoists” and Freetown Christiania functioning as a state which will 
be discussed on the following pages.  
The Reproduction of the Danish State  
Despite showing egoistic tendencies, Christiania, as shown in the manifesto, is also deeply rooted within 
their sense of a stateless community. Yet despite their intentions, it has become quite clear that Christiania 
has eventually reproduced themselves as a somewhat reflection of the Danish state they initially wanted 
to be distanced from.  
The understanding of the term state we here refer to, is Stirner’s understanding of the liberal state, 
which is: “[...] the submission of the individual to the collectivity.” (Welsh, 2010: 14). In continuance of 
this, it is important to keep in mind that Christiania is not a state. However, we wish to make the argument 
that Christiania has adopted several values and functions from the Danish welfare state. 
When we look at Christiania’s manifesto from 1971, we see that they wish to create a self-governing 
community with its own form of governance and rules of conduct (which function separately from the 
Danish state), whilst at the same time implying that every member should be able to unfold and express 
themselves freely.  
One way of understanding this separation within the manifesto, is to look at two poles - one being 
the egoistic individual and the other being the collective community. If we first look at the latter, it is 
clearly stated in the manifesto that all citizens should act as “[...] responsible members of the community.” 
(Ludvigsen, 2003: 75). Stirner argues that within a ‘Union of Egoists’, everybody has a consciousness 
towards the union, which can perhaps be explained as everybody being responsible towards the 
community, for they have a need for the community to exist. However, the freedom implied by the 
sentence “[...] everyone is free to develop and express themselves” (Ibid) is limited.  
This, on the other hand, is contradictory to theories of Stirner, who would view this statement as a 
limiting of an individual’s “Egoism”, and thus freedom.  
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For Stirner, nobody should have the power to tell you how you may be egoistic. So for Stirner, 
there is a kind of “unwritten rule” in regards to how an individual should “behave” towards the union, 
rather than a fixed ideal or set of rules.  
Contrary to the individual's freedom, the unity upholds, to some extent, implicit rules of conduct as well. 
These rules can perhaps be interpreted as being adopted by the community due to the necessity for 
defining the difference between the newly formed group and the society which they distance themselves 
from.  
This necessity occurs in order for a community to function on a basic level, and thus a basic set of 
rules must be accepted by the members. However, since the rules were not defined prior to the emergence, 
arguably the evident basis for these were built upon values and rules from the society Christiania emerged 
from and within - the Danish (welfare) state.  
 This raises the question of whether we can actually speak of an actual reproduction of the Danish 
welfare state within Christiania. On the one hand, we will argue that the democratic process within the 
Freetown, the consensus democracy, makes room for a solidary and compassionate way of decision-
making for their shared community, which is one of the cornerstones of the Danish welfare system. But, 
in continuance of this, one can argue that if it were an actual reproduction of the Danish welfare system, 
the form of democracy within Christiania would not be consensus democracy, but instead polyarchy as is 
the case within Denmark.  
Still, we wish to put forward that this can be seen as a reproduction of the Danish state, not so 
much on a practical level, but in the shared values, for example solidarity, which lies in the foundation of 
democracy, no matter the form, by giving everybody a voice.  
Moreover, the Danish welfare state becomes apparent within Christiania by deducting from the manifesto, 
once again, that everybody has the right and possibility to express themselves within the community, as 
long as it is with respect towards the community.  
The goal of the Danish welfare state was, according to Steinke: “[...] to create, strong 
independent individuals and cultivate personal integrity and honesty.” (Dybdal, 2014, April 23). 
Furthermore, these citizens should be “[...] able to take responsibility for the community at any 
level.” (Ibid). These two statements are able to transfer directly into the manifesto of Christiania. Thus, 
we once again see a transaction of values founded in the Danish welfare state into Christiania. This 
strengthens the argument that we, within Christiania, see a reproduction of certain values from the welfare 
system, and by that, it is in a sense a reproduction of the Danish state.  
On the other hand, the fact that only some values and, to a lesser extent, practices from the Danish welfare 
system were transferred into Christiania, speaks for the contrary conclusion.  
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The democratic model of Denmark was not transferred directly into Christiania but modified into what we 
must assume to be a better model in the eyes of the Christianites - the consensus democracy. Therefore, 
one could also make the argument that Christiania is not a reproduction of the Danish state, due to its 
radically different form of governance.  
Therefore, in the case of Christiania, it is possible to assume that the community has adopted values from 
the Danish welfare system that they saw fit. It is debatable, however, whether these values are innate to 
the Christianite’s because of the content of their cultural identity, or whether it is a conscious selective act. 
One could argue that, for example, the strong focus on individuality within the Danish state is highly 
appreciated for people with “egoistic” needs. Furthermore, Steincke’s formulations are similar to the 
wording in the manifesto.        
Property 
Another aspect to discuss is the dilemma over property and business within Christiania, and the 
individuals who partake in using and running them. The blacksmith is a good example of how Stirner’s 
“Egoism” and the idea of “state” collide. As earlier mentioned, Jesper faces the dilemma of whether or 
not to pursue a privatising of the shop in order to take charge of the business and run it in accordance with 
what is best for himself; both financially and personally. However, on the other hand, a privatising would 
mean going against the principals of Christiania - that no individual owns property within Christiania, 
whether business or residential..  
According to Stirner, Jesper should think about his own “Egoistic” needs, because that is what matters the 
most for him as an individual. This is where a dilemma becomes apparent and Stirner’s theory tested, 
because Jesper is still a member of the Christianian community. Thus, the moral obligation towards 
Christiania puts him in a difficult and compromising situation. Stirner would argue that Jesper is not truly 
free anymore and has become somewhat of a “slave” to Christiania, as whilst he is giving the community 
his time and effort in maintaining the blacksmith, he gains relatively little in return.  
According to Stirner, Jesper should therefore re-evaluate what is beneficial for him and thus 
return to ‘Ownness’, which would, ideally, result in the privatising of the blacksmith. However, this 
would also lead to a rejection of the state - in this case being Christiania. Though it would serve Jesper 
best to make the blacksmith private, it would also mean him distancing himself from the community’s 
rule that nobody can own property. Hence, should Jesper pursue privatisation, he could end up being 
alienated, as was the case with Bjørn with his criticism and defiance of Christiania’s ideals.  
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The more Christiania acts like a state, the more they stamp out - not individualism, but “Egoism”, i.e. 
working towards your own goal, rather than the goals of the community. Thus, his pursuance of his own 
egoistic needs could result in a clash of Christiania’s ideals. 
On the other hand, as mentioned in the analysis, Jesper’s solution to the problem could instead be 
‘government subsidies’ in order to help him maintain the blacksmith. This would keep the blacksmith 
public whilst at the same time creating a healthier economy for Jesper himself. If this were the case, 
however, Jesper would have an even greater obligation towards Christiania, as he would be under a 
financial accountability. Therefore Christiania would, to some extent, hold even more power over him 
than they already do.  
So for Jesper, it seems there are only two choices: The first, to leave Christiania and the 
community, thereby freeing himself of their subjugation. However, the consequence of this would be for 
Jesper to integrate back into Danish society, and thus into further enslavement.  
The second option Jesper has, is to accept Christiania’s ideals and rules on ownership of property, 
though taking a subsidy from Christiania would at least give him a slight financial respite. 
Free to Exclude   
One can detect a number of contradictions when looking into how Freetown Christiania envisions itself, 
and how it functions in practise. There appears to be a number of unwritten, yet fixed, rules regarding a 
particular mindset that one has to attain, in order to be an included member of the community. This 
mindset is not one of a dominant “Egoist” nature, but one of protecting the Freetown and conserving the 
community. So, how can it be that Christiania was built upon “Egoistic” needs, yet at the same time 
demands that the individual concede themselves to the needs of the collective community? 
One of the main contradictions we have found within Christiania, is located within their manifesto. 
Though they state that “[...] everyone is free to develop and express themselves” (Ludvigsen, 2003: 75), 
this only applies if one acts “[...] as responsible members of the community.” (Ibid). Within these two 
statements, we can see a clear enforcing of a fixed idea, a rule.  
In the case of Bjørn, whom we discussed earlier in the project, his voicing of his criticisms 
towards Christiania and its ideals has led to him being set-aside by the community and ignored. In this 
regard, we see the basic notion of freedom being suppressed. Bjørn cannot express himself as he wishes, 
as critiquing the community in this regard is viewed as not being responsible towards it. Even more than 
that, one could argue that his scrutiny of Christinia is actually seen as an attack on the Freetown’s ideals, 
and thus being a “responsible” member of the community means that you must be supportive of the ideals 
of the community.  
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It is from here that we can draw a clear comparison to the case of ‘Power to the Children’ (‘Børnemagt’). 
Although Bjørn has not been removed from the community, it is here where the case of the Children’s 
Liberation Front becomes relevant. As described earlier, although Christiania did not remove ‘CLF’ from 
the community, it is conceivable to state that the community rejected the organisation. Thus, Christiania’s 
impressi of possessing an inclusive culture becomes questionable.  
As stated by Ting-Toomey in regards to the ‘in-group/out-group’ theory: “With dissimilar others, 
we experience identity threat […]” (Ting-Toomey, 1999: 148). We believe that this is applicable both to 
the case of Bjørn, as well as the case of the Children’s Liberation Front. The community, the broader ‘in-
group’, is only inclusive until it feels threatened by the appearance of an ‘out-group’, for example the 
‘CLF’, who did not share their common goals and ideals. Here, we can see a clear protectiveness of what 
Christiania believes it stands for, and this is extremely “Egoistic” in the sense that they are so selective in 
regards to who is able to become a part of their community - If you do not share their ideals, you are not 
welcome. There is a clear ‘Boundary Maintenance’.  
However, we can also see a discrepancy in terms of how Christiania uses this ‘Boundary 
Maintenance’, as this has led to their idea of inclusiveness to fade - And it is perhaps here that we see one 
of Christiana’s greatest dilemmas, and also a clear example of Christiania acting as a state, wherein 
Stirner declares: “The state cannot allow individuals to be egoists, but only good citizens and compliant 
workers.” (Welsh, 2010: 107). 
However, this also supports Stirner’s idea that a ‘Union of Egoists’ cannot exists without like-minded 
persons. The “Egoist” within Christiania has a need for the community to exist, and it is here where one 
can perhaps see a common thought between most of the residents of the Freetown, and contradictions in 
regards to the case of Bjørn and the ‘CLF’.  
Bjørn, a critique of Christiania’s ideals, and ‘CLF’, an organisation who did not care for the 
“greater good” of the community but more for their own “Egoist” ideals, were both rejected from the 
community, in order to preserve the community's ideals and structure.  
 Using the theory of ‘Boundary Maintenance’, Christiania acts as an excluding ‘in-group’ entity, 
and thus decides the ‘norms’ or rules of the community, and who can become a part of the Freetown. This 
group, one could say, acts as the governing power in that sense. This is the group that one should refer to 
when speaking of the Christianian ‘Union of Egoists’, as this also emphasises their ownership and 
dominant sentiment for the community to exist.  
So, in a sense, without this ‘in-group’ differentiation and exclusion, Christiania would arguably 
not have survived to this day as, as earlier mentioned, a ‘Union of Egoists’ is constituted and exists only 
by like-minded people. Shared values or goals are a necessity for the evolution of the union, and thus 
survival of it.  
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The Manifesto and the Downfall of “Egoism” 
Though Stirner’s “Egoism” is very apparent during the creation and early beginnings of Christiania, the 
more the Freetown has transformed into its own form of “state”, the more we can see “Egoism” being 
driven out. This brings us back, once again, to one of Stirner’s main criticisms: the state and the egoist 
cannot coexist; they are “implacable enemies” (Welsh, 2010: 107). 
In order to get a better understanding of Stirner’s appearance within Christiania, one must discuss 
the beginnings of the Freetown.  
It becomes apparent that, despite its resemblance with Stirner, Christiania was, due its immediacy and 
controversy, possibly forced to adopt something to advert for themselves, in order to gain power and 
support in the public discourse. Theses unstable circumstances maybe led to the initial creation of the 
manifesto, in order to gain a public voice and insure their survival. Despite the manifesto still being 
highlighted by Christiania today, it was created by a group of five people, so therefore it is questionable 
whether it was their opinion only or if they tried to take the other squatters’ opinions into account.  
As Power to the Children (‘Børnemagten’) highlights, the squatters was a variegated group that 
represented different political opinions and had different motivations in regards to squatting. As seen 
within the consensus democracy, Christiania is filled with persons of varying beliefs and ideas, which 
maybe highlights that the manifesto only represented a fraction of the squatters.  
A reason for the variegated squatting could be that Christiania was perhaps a place where most 
people seemed to move to because of their immediate needs, and maybe not, therefore, because of it being 
a place to search for a community which shared ideological beliefs. Taking the recession and the societal 
circumstances at the time into account, conceivably the most important being the lack of housing, one 
could argue that the emergence of Christiania was maybe too immediate to contain and employ a 
consensual philosophical idea and mindset.  
But, despite its perhaps fragmented representation of the squatters, the influence of the manifesto is 
arguably shown throughout the development of Christiania. The manifesto and its followers supposedly 
developed into the most influential group during the emergence. This is proved by the manifesto’s 
influence on Christiania’s self-governance, decision-making and rights to freedom and self-liberation - 
which are still present today as the intentional ideology of Christiania.  
Since the manifesto was the first initial public statement from Christinia, it may have influenced 
the squatters that, after Christiania’s emergence, decided to relocate there, which as highlighted in the 
‘Power to the Children’ (‘Børnemagten’) article, possibly created a dominant group of likeminded 
persons, which then created a discourse within Christiania and the consensus democracy. 
In relation to this discourse, one could argue that the creation of the manifesto is what potentially 
led to the downfall of Stirner’s “Egoism” in Christiania.  
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This was, despite the property being “owned” by the Danish state though governed by 
Christiania, an ideal place to practice Stirner’s idea of a stateless ‘Union of Egoists’. With no sense of 
communion and a first-mover approach to gaining property, the “egoist” was given the opportunity to 
express and pursue his/her own needs.  
After the initiation of the manifesto, Christiania started to gradually force a sense of community, which 
has slowly turned Christiania into the kind of “state” which they initially tried to renounce.  
A hindrance for the emergence of an anti-state community, such as Christiania, is that the 
Freetown was created in an area owned by an exterior state - the Danish government. Throughout its 
initiation, Christiania has been an area filled with uncertainty, both in regards to their jurisdictional rights, 
and also the dubious ownership of the property that they resided in.  
Though attempting to create a self-governing stateless community, Christiania has, from its point 
of departure, been bound to a state, forcing them to collaborate with laws and negotiations in order to 
insure their survival as a community. Christiania will, therefore, seemingly never be able to create a 
completely standalone, parallel society with its own laws and self-governance excluded from the Danish 
state. This movement made room for the common foundation that distributed property and made room for 
the consensual democracy that compromised the radically independent rights of the egoist.  
But despite this, we are only able to speculate. Perhaps the creation of the manifesto made room for the 
survival of Christiania against the Danish government during the beginnings of its emergence. If 
Christiania did not gather themselves after their emergence, or gain a public voice in order to argue for 
their existence, the squatters would have probably been removed much more easily by the Danish state.  
Because of the property being owned by the state, maybe Stirner’s ‘Union of Egoists’ would have 
struggled in regards to the laws of the Danish society, that would probably have interfered in case of the 
emergence of a lawless egoistic society. Christiania arguably needed to show some signs of obedience 
towards the Danish state, and was therefore, in some regard, put in a situation where they had to prioritise 
survival over their ideals.  
Even though Christiania claim to renounce the Danish state - of which Christiania is encompassed 
within - the state would never allow Stirner’s “true” idea of “Egoism” to develop and flourish within 
Christiania. This has arguably lead to them reproducing themselves as another form of state and, thus, 
they are much more integrated within the broader context of Denmark, and hence more accepted. 
Yet, despite these points somewhat devaluing the philosophical significance within Christiania, the 
analysis still proves a lot of resemblance with Stirner's theories of a ‘Union of Egoists’, and the founders’ 
connections to the concepts of ‘Uniqueness’ and ‘Ownness’, and the anti-state approach that this entails.  
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Stirner’s idea that a ‘Union of Egoists’ will turn in on itself is arguably present within 
Christiania’s state reproduction, in the way that a revolutionary idea has ended up enforcing new fixed 
ideals. Stirner’s idea for a ‘Union of Egoists’ can seemingly only exist for so long until it needs to 
reproduce itself again before the individual needs to return to ‘Ownness’. This means that Stirner’s theory 
of “Egoism” is better looked upon as a form of circular movement, always turning and repeating itself, 
rather than a static, long-lasting idea of a society. Therefore, despite the downfall of Stirner’s “Egoism” 
within Christiania, his theory has maybe proven itself in the end.  
Subconlusion 
In the discussion, we have highlighted areas where Christiania’s and Stirner’s ideas seem to clash, which 
has eventually led to the omittance of ideals in order to ensure the survival of Christiania. Using 
Christiania’s manifesto as a point of departure, we can see that it has become a cornerstone for a conflict 
between Stirner’s “Egoism” and Christiania’s slowly evaporating state/community.  
As shown in ‘The Blacksmith’ and the ‘Consensus Democracy’, we see how an attempt to favor 
the individual's egoistic needs collide with trying to benefit the state. Further, proven in ‘Power to the 
Children’, the stateliness of Christiania has created a form of hierarchy. Moreover, it has shown that 
certain individual’s affiliations with Christiania has created unequal power-relations within a community 
that initially tried to promote collective equality. 
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9. Conclusion 
When reading the conclusion of the project, one must keep the problem formulation in mind:  
“To what extent was the emergence of Freetown Christiania “egoist” according to Max Stirner, and 
how has this created a dilemma in regards to the welfare state of Denmark?” 
In order to approach this question, we drew in the theories of “Egoism” by Max Stirner to be able to 
understand “Egoism” in relation to the individual, community and state. Furthermore, we found a need to 
look into the Danish welfare state, since it was from and within this welfare state that Christiania 
emerged. Additionally, Ting-Toomey’s theories on ‘Social Identity’ were brought into the project in order 
for us to understand the idea of group dynamics within Christiania. 
We believe that we are able to conclude that Christiania emerged as an impulsive idea due to certain 
situational circumstances within Denmark at the time. Due to this, it appears that there was no pre-
determined set of ideas or ideologies behind Christiania prior to the emergence, and was instead created 
on a need for housing. The manifesto, which outlined the ideals of Christiania, was itself not formulated 
until a month and a half after the creation of Christiania.  
However, the manifesto creates a contradiction in its formulation and especially so in terms of 
Stirner. On the one hand, it states the individual’s possibility to express oneself freely, yet on the other 
hand, this freedom is limited to the boundary of responsibility towards the community. Furthermore, it is 
important to question the manifesto, due to the fact that it was created by a small group of people, thus the 
broader opinion of the community is not represented.  
  
We also conclude that the manifesto is the first step towards Christiania functioning as a state, as it 
enforces a fixed set of ideals and behaviours in order to contain such a large community. This can be 
explained by the theory of ‘Boundary Maintenance’, whereby Christiania needed to define themselves as 
a group in order to separate themselves from the Danish state, and keep their community cleansed of any 
who did not share the same ideals as themselves.  
Another point that can be made is the fact that, due to Christiania being located within the Danish 
state, values of the Danish welfare system seem to have been transferred into Christiania. This argument 
is built on the ‘content’ aspect of the cultural identity of the Christianite’s.   
When working within the consensus democracy it becomes apparent that, although created to empower 
the individual, there is in fact a form of social hierarchy present within it. The decision-making process is 
dominated by a core-group of individuals, ‘facilitators’, from the community. These facilitators form a 
smaller, more powerful ‘in-group’ within the broader ‘in-group’ that the whole community of Christiania 
represents. By controlling and leading the Common Meetings, these facilitators arguably become some 
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form of leader within the community. From this, we can conclude that, though represented as a tool to 
express individualism, an individual’s opinion, in reality, means very little as it can be disposed of by a 
“higher authority”, or those with more “cultural capital”. 
We can conclude that, despite the initial intentions of Christiania, the Freetown has developed into a 
community which, though was intended to create a free space, seems to have created a form of governed 
community which draws stark parallels with the Danish state, of which they had initially attempted to 
distance themselves from. 
Thus, one can detect a paradox within Christiania. Based on the idea of freedom for individual 
expression, an individual is apparently only able to express themselves in accordance with certain 
boundaries within the community, and responsible actions towards the collective. From this, we can 
conclude that “Egoism” is therefore limited, and thus void in terms of Stirner, as one’s “Egoism” should 
have no boundary.  
Christiania, within this sense, can be seen as an oppressor of ideas and ideals they do not agree with in 
order to keep their union cleansed. They are egoists themselves, yet functioning as a state by oppressing 
others’ “egoistic” thoughts which go against their ideals.  
Stirner states: “In opposition to the union of egoists, which is founded on voluntary participation 
and free choice, the state is the enemy and murderer of ownness.” (Welsh, 2010: 107). In this context, it 
becomes apparent that Christiania is the state, and can thus no longer tolerate ‘Ownness’ or “Egoism” for 
the individual, but only subjugation to their union, community and ideals.  
It is within this contradiction that we see Stirner’s “prophecy” come to fruition, that revolutionary 
ideals will eventually turn in on themselves, and produce another form of state, enforcing new fixed ideals 
upon the individual.  
Within Stirner’s quote: “There is no possibility of reconciling the egoist and the state since the egoist 
must annihilate or dissolve the state in order to live as an owner, while the state must annihilate or 
dissolve the egoist to maintain its power and legitimacy” (Ibid), it becomes apparent that, even though 
Christiania claim to renounce the Danish state, the concept of a state would never allow Stirner’s “true” 
idea of “Egoism” to develop and flourish, and thus we can see a reproduction of a form of state within the 
Freetown. From this reproduction, however, we have discovered, albeit hypothetically, that Christiania 
may be heading towards a new phase, where a new ‘Union of Egoists’, created by those who feel 
disenfranchised by Christiania’s stamping out of individual “Egoism” and its fixed ideals, could develop 
out of the contemporary situation. As highlighted within the cases of Bjørn and Jesper, it seems that there 
is a number of disturbances within Christiania, which could potentially evolve into a new movement 
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